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PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

In  the  matter  of  the  application  of  William  Chamber- 
lain and  others. 

Wliefe  %  judgment  if  mooTorad  Bgainst  a  thsr^for  a»  e»eap€t  and  the  ihnlff  has 
proonred  a  stay  qf  proceedings  on  the  judgment  nnder  the  statute  (2  R.  S»  486» 
§  59),  until  final  judgment  and  ezeontion  in  an  aetion  which  he  has  pioeeeuted 
on  (he  bond  for  the  jail  limits  given  to  him  hj  the  defendant  who  hat  eeeapedy 
it  ie  not  competent  to  sue  the  sheriff's  offUiai  bond,  to  obtain  satisfaotion  of  tha 
judgment  against  him  during  such  stay. 

Orange  General  Term^  September,  1864. 

Before  Brown,  Scrugham,  Lott  and  Barnard,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  an  order  entered  on  application  for  leave 
to  prosecute  the  official  bond  of  Anthony  F.  Campbell, 
sheriff  of  Kings  county.  ^ 

P.  S.  Crooke,  for  sheriff,  appellant. 
John  Sessions,  for  relators,  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Lott,  J.  The  relators  having  recovered 
a  judgment  against  the  sheriff  of  Kings  county,  for  the 
escape  of  a  judgment  debtor  committed  to  his  custody, 
applied  ex  parte  to  the  supreme  coi^rt  at  special  term,  for 
leave  to  prosecute  the  official  bond  of  the  sheriff.  The 
application  was  founded  on  a  certified  copy  of  the  said  bond, 
accompanied '%  proof  showing  the  recovery  of  such  judg- 
ment, and  that  no  satisfaction  of  the  same  had  been 
received,  and  thereupon  the  court  ordered  that  the  bond  be 
prosecuted.  The  sheriff  then  applied  to  have  said  order 
vacated,  alleging  and  showing  that  after  the  said  judgment 
had  been  rendered  against  him,  the  court  had  by  rule  stayed 
Vol.  XXVIU.  I 
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all  proceedings  thereon  until  final  judgment  should  be  ren- 
dered in  a  suit  which  had  been  commenced  by  the  sheriff 
against  the  sureties  on  the  bond  for  the  limits  given  to  him, 
and  if  such  judgment  should  be  in  favor  of  the  sheriff,  until 
the  return  of  an  execution  thereon,  but  not  to  exceed  sixty 
days.  Such  stay  was  in  full  force  when  the  order  authori- 
sing the  prosecution  of  the  said  bond  was  obtained.  The 
court  denied  the  motion  to  vacate  the  said  order,  and  in 
the  rule  entered  it  is  stated  that  it  was  *'  denied  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law  and  not  of  discretion." 

From  that  rule  the  sheriff  has  appealed,  and  the  question 
presented  thereon  for  our  decision  is,  whether  the  relators 
on  the  facts  disclosed  on  the  last  motion  were  entitled  to 
prosecute  such  bond. 

The  application  was  made  and  granted  under  the  follow- 
ing provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  {Vol.  2,  p.  476) : 

"  §  1.  Whenever  a  sheriff  shall  have  become  liable  for 
the  escape  of  any  prisoner  committed  to  his  custody,  or 
whenever  he  shall  have  been  guilty  of  any  default  or  mis- 
conduct in  his  office,  the  party  injured  thereby  may  apply 
to  the  supreme  court  for  leave  to  prosecute  the  official  bond 
of  such  sheriff. 

'^  §  2.  Such  application  shall  be  accompanied  by  proof 
of  the  default  or  delinquency  complained  of,  and  that  no 
satisfaction  for  the  same  has  been  received,  and  by  a  cer- 
tified copy  of  such  official  bond. 

'^  §  3.  Upon  such  application  and  proof,  the  court  shall 
order  that  such  bond  be  prosecuted." 

One  of  the  requirements  necessary  to  confer  the  right  in 
question,  is  that  the  sheriff  shall  have  become  liable  for 
the  escape,  and  if  the  proceedings  upon  the  judgment 
recovered  against  him  by  the  relators  had  not  been  stayed, 
the  judgment  would  have  established  such  liability,  but,  as 
has  been  shown,  an  order  staying  all  proceedings  thereon 
was  in  full  force  when  the  relators'  application  was  made. 
Such  stay  was  granted  under  a  provision  of  law  which  pro- 
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vides  that  in  case  the  party  at  whose  suit  any  person  shall 
have  been  confined  to  the  liberties  of  a  jail,  shall  refuse  or 
neglect  to  take  an  assignment  of  the  bond  executed  by 
such  person  on  being  admitted  to  such  liberties,  and  shall 
prosecute  the  sheriff  for  the  escape  of  such  person,  ''  the 
court  in  which  such  action  shall  be  pending,  shall,  by  rule, 
stay  all  proceedings  upon  the  judgment  against  such  sheriff, 
until  he  shall  have  had  a  reasonable  time  to  prosecute  the 
bond  taken  by  him,  and  to  collect  the  amount  of  any  judg- 
ment he  may  recover  thereon  "  (2  Rev.  Stat  p.  436,  §  59). 
The  effect  of  the  rule  made  under  this  provision  is  to  qual* 
ify  the  sheriff's  liability  so  far  as  to  relieve  him  from  the 
operation  of  the  judgment  so  long  as  such  stay  of  proceed- 
ings is  in  force.  The  provision  of  law  first  referred  to, 
regulating  the  right  to  prosecute  the  sheriff's  bond,  con- 
templates an  existing  present  liability  on  the  part  of  the 
sheriff. 

In  requiring  proof  on  the  part  of  the  applicant  that  no 
satisfaction  for  the  sheriff's  default  or  delinquency  has  been 
received,  it  is  apparent  that  the  right  to  demand  satisfac- 
tion must  exist.  The  stay  of  the  relators'  proceedings 
deprive  them  of  that  right  in  the  present  case. 

If  it  were  competent  to  sue  the  sheriff's  official  bond, 
the  stay  of  proceedings  would,  by  the  judgment  thereon, 
become  ineffectual;  for  the  relators  might  enforce  that 
judgment,  and  thus  in  reality  obtain  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment  in  the  original  suit  for  the  escape,  in  direct  con- 
travention of  the  statute,  or  at  least  the  rule  under  it  inhib- 
iting the  collection  thereof. 

The  provisions  of  the  different  statutes  above  cited  should 
be  so  construed  as  to  give  all  of  them  full  effect,  and  that 
can  be  done  by  holding  that  the  sheriff,  by  reason  of  the 
stay  of  proceedings,  was  not  chargeable  with  such  a  liability 
as  to  authorise  a  prosecution  of  his  official  bond  during  its 
continuance. 
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The  order  appealed  from  should  therefore  be  reversed, 
with  ten  dollars  costs  of  the  appeal,  and  an  order  shoiQd 
be  made  vacating  the  original  order,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 


NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
James  O&iffith  agt.  Ann  Brown  and  another. 

A  iMfrant  ^  <i<jp<MMM<OD,  ia  inmmmiy  prooMdlngs  to  Moovar  the  poMeni<m  of 
Uyidy  win  b«  itayed  by  it^unctiaik,  where  it  appeftn  that  the  defen<Unt  in  luoh 
prooeedingf  had  not  time  to  ariiTO  at  the  oonrt  room>  before  the  hearings  after 
the  serrlee  of  the  sammons. 

JVVw  York  Special  Term,  October  1864. 

Before  Robertson,  Chief  Justice. 

This  is  a  motion  to  continue  an  injunction  restraining 
the  defendants  from  executing  or  procuring  to  be  executed 
a  warrant  issued  by  a  justice  of  a  district  court  in  this 
city,  in  summary  proceedings  to  remove  a  tenant  under 
the  statute  for  holding  over.  The  summons  was  issued 
September  13,  1864,  at  11  a.  m.,  returnable  at  2  p.  m.  of 
the  same  day,  and  the  process  was  given  to  the  officer  for 
service  immediately  after  it  was  issued;  the  officer  retained 
the  process  till  about  twenty  minutes  past  one  o'clock, 
when  he  served  it,  by  leaving  it  with  a  person  of  mature 
age  on  the  premises  during  the  tenant's  absence.  The 
proceeding  was  called  at  two  p.  m.,  and  judgment  entered 
and  warrant  issued  at  half-past  two,  and  the  tenant  arrived 
at  the  court  house  about  fifteen  minutes  after  the  warrant 
issued. 

E.  Haines, /or  p/atn^. 
David  McAnAV,ybr  defendants. 

Robertson,  G.  J.  It  is  possible  the  proof  of  service  of 
the  summons  without  showing  the  time  of  it,  may  have 
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been  snfficient  to  confer  jurisdiction  on  the  magistrate  to 
issne  a  dispossessing  warrant;  at  all  events  injustice  in 
that  respect  could  not  be  corrected  on  certiorari,  as  noth- 
ing appears  on  the  record  of  the  time  of  the  service  of  the 
summons  or  the  possibility  of  the  tenant's  reaching  the 
court  room  after  such  service.  If  the  magistrate  has  an 
arbitrary  right  to  fix  the  time  of  appearance,  and  the 
delivery  of  a  summons  to  a  person  to  be  served  is  the 
issuing  of  it,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  no  similar 
right  is  given  to  the  person  receiving  the  summons  to 
diminish  as  he  pleases  the  time  within  which  the  tenant 
has  a  right  to  appear,  by  delaying  its  service  until  too  late. 
If  due  proof  of  service  in  order  to  comply  with  the  statute 
may  be  made  simply  by  proving  a  delivery  of  the  summons 
at  sometime  during  the  day,  sufficient  time  should  be 
afforded  to  the  party  served  after  the  proof  is  made  to 
attend  in  order  to  be  heard,  particularly  where  the  service 
is  not  personal.  The  law  could  not  have  intended  such  a 
mockery  of  justice  as  to  expel  a  party  in  possession  with- 
out an  opportunity  of  being  heard.  The  magistrate  might, 
if  the  improper  issuing  of  the  warrant  of  dispossession  was 
made  known  in  time,  withhold  it  or  possibly  might  recall 
it,  if  so  improvidently  issued,  but  I  do  not  find  any  autho- 
rity in  the  statute  for  reconsidering  his  decision  made  on 
the  ex  parte  evidence  of  the  landlord.  For  an  evil  under 
color  of  legal  proceedings,  which  has  no  other  remedy,  an 
injunction  order  must  be  the  proper  one.  Whether  the 
dilatory  service  of  the  summons  in  this  case  is  to  be  con- 
sidered a  fraud  on  the  law,  or  the  judgment  given  by  the 
magistrate  in  the  absence  of  a  party  who  has  not  had  time 
to  arrive  at  the  court  room  before  the  hearing  after  service 
of  the  summons,  is  to  be  considered  as  a  surprise,  I  think 
the  right  of  enjoining  may  be  exercised.  The  cases  of 
Vallotton  agt.  Seignett  (2  Mb.  121),  and  Cure  agt.  Crawford 
(1  Code  Rep.  JV.  S.  18),  seem  to  sustain  the  first  view,  and 
that  of  Forrester  agt.  Wilson  (1  Duer,  624),  the  second ;  of 
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B«rgen  agt.  Stawut. 


course  staying  proceedings  on  the  first  warrant  now  issued^ 
will  not  prevent  a  new  application  to  dispossess ;  of  course 
neither  party  will  be  at  liberty  to  use  such  adjudication  on 
such  second  application.  It  is  possible,  of  course,  that  the 
plaintiff  might  have  reached  the  court  room  in  time  for  the 
hearing,  if  the  summons  had  been  served  upon  him  per- 
sonally an  hour  before  the  time  of  appearing;  but  that 
was  too  short  apparently  to  enable  the  party  on  whom  it 
was  served  to  carry  it  to  him  and  for  him  to  find  a  legal 
adviser  and  get  to  the  place  of  hearing  in  time.  He  ap- 
pears to  have  used  every  diligence  to  reach  there  in  time, 
and  failed.  The  motion  must  be  granted,  with  ten  dollars 
costs  to  the  plaintiff,  to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Peter  J.  Bebgen  agt.  William  J.  Stewa&t  and  John 

Glapp,  Jr. 

Tha  eonrt  hu  the  power  to  diieoi  »n  entry  to  be  made  by  the  olerk  on  the  doekei 
of  the  judgment  <<  secured  by  appeal "  upon  nuh  temu  as  it  may  deem  (It,  and 
by  requiring  that  an  additional  9ur«ty  be  giren,  la  elearly  within  the  proTisioa 
of  §282  of  the  Code. 

The  defendante  were  saretiei  in  the  original  undertaking,  and  the  plaintiif  an  addi- 
tional surety  upon  the  appeal  by  Tirtue  of  an  order  of  the  oourt,  Held,  that  the 
latter  thereby  assumed  an  equal  responsibility  with  the  former.  The  plaintiif  as 
weU  as  the  defendants  were  in  fact  sureties  for  a  prindpal  debtor  in  relation  to 
one  and  the  same  transaotion,  and  the  doctrine  of  eonirUhUion  is  clearly  applica- 
ble to  such  a  case. 

Therefore,  where  the  plaintiff  claimed  in  his  complaint  to  reooTcr  the  fuU  amount 
of  the  judgment  paid  by  him  on  appeal.  Held,  that  his  remedy  must  be  confined 
to  ^proportionate  thare  against  the  defendants  as  his  eo-suretieB. 

JVew  York,  Special  Term,  April,  1864. 

Action  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  of  the  defendante,  who 
were  sureties  on  an  original  undertaking  on  appeal,  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  rendered  on  appeal,  which  the 
plaintiff  had  paid  as  an  additional  surety  on  such  appeal. 
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J.  W.  &  W.  W.  CxnuViL^,  f(yr  plaintiff . 
W.  V.  McDaniel  &  H.  W.  Robinson,  fw  defendant 
Stewart. 

Miller,  J.  I  think  that  the  undertaking  executed  by 
Bergen  was  a  valid  one,  and  that  he  was  legally  liable  upon 
the  same.  {See  Blanchard  agt.  Thompson,  3  Corns.  336; 
Seacord  agt.  Morgan,  17  Haw.  Pr.  R.  374.)  Although  not 
executed  upon  the  original  appeal,  yet,  being  made  in  pur- 
suance of  an  order  of  the  court,  it  was  quite  as  valid  and 
eflfectual.  The  court  had  power  to  direct  an  entry  to  be 
made  by  the  clerk  on  the  docket  of  the  judgment  '*  secured 
by  appeal "  upon  such  terms  as  they  should  deem  fit,  and 
by  requiring  that  an  additional  surety  be  given  were 
clearly  within  the  provision  of  section  282  of  the  Code. 

The  order  of  the  judge  that  the  application  be  granted 
upon  the  defendant's  adding  a  bond  with  one  surety,  who 
should  justify  upon  notice,  and  his  subsequent  approval  of 
the  undertaking  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  shows  that  he 
intended  that  such  an  instrument  should  be  executed.  The 
use  of  the  word  bond,  instead  of  undertaking,  by  no  means 
affects  the  validity  of  the  instrument ;  and,  as  the  instru- 
ment was  such  as  is  provided  for  by  the  Code  in  cases  of 
appeal,  it  can  scarcely  be  claimed  that  the  judge  exceeded 
his  authority  in  making  the  order.  Its  validity  does  not 
depend  upon  the  fact  that  the  ju(^e  approved  it,  but  it  is 
a  valid  and  legal  security,  because  it  was  in  conformity  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Code. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  execution  of  the  undertak- 
ing by  Bergen  was  a  part  and  portion  of  the  same  trans- 
action as  the  making  of  the  original  undertaking  upon  the 
appeal.  They  were  one  and  the  same  transaction,  and 
related  to  the  same  judgment,  and  the  same  subject  mat- 
ter. The  consideration  for  both  was  the  appeal  from  the 
judgment,  and  when  the  defendants  executed  the  under- 
taking, signed  by  them,  they  did  so  with  full  knowledge 
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that  the  court  had  the  power  to  make  the  order  which  was 
made.  It  was  not  the  act  of  Bergen,  but  the  order  of  the 
court  which  effected  the  release  of  the  lien  of  the  judg- 
ment upon  the  real  estate  of  the  defendant  therein. 

The  court  bj  its  order  directed  that  an  additional  surety 
be  added  on  the  appeal  by  the  execution  of  another  instru- 
ment for  that  purpose,  thereby  increasing  the  number  and 
dividing  the  responsibility  of  each,  and  I  discover  no  valid 
legal  ground  why  the  sureties  on  the  first  undertaking 
should  not  contribute  their  share  towards  the  pajrment  of 
the  judgment  paid  by  Bergen. 

The  defendants  were  sureties  on  the  original  undertak- 
ing, and  Bergen  an  additional  surety  upon  the  appeal  by 
virtue  of  an  order  of  the  court.  The  latter  thereby  as- 
sumed an  equal  responsibility  with  the  former.  The  plain- 
tiff as  well  as  the  defendants  ''were  in  fact  sureties  for  a 
principal  debtor  in  relation  to  one  and  the  same  transac- 
tion" (JVe/^on  agt.  Coims,  3  Denioj  132),  and  the  doctrine 
of  contribution  is  clearly  applicable  to  such  a  case. 

Although  the  plaintiff  claims  in  the  complaint  to  recover 
the  full  amount  paid  by  him,  his  remedy  must  be  confined 
to  a  proportionate  share  against  his  co-sureties.  As  it 
appears  that  the  defendant  Glapp  is  insolvent,  I  think  that 
Stewart  should  be  charged  with  one-half  of  Glapp's  share. 
Stewart  should  be  credited  with  the  $1,020  paid  by  him, 
as  the  sale  of  the  cotton  appears  to  have  been  for  his  indi- 
vidual benefit.  The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the 
costs  of  the  suit  litigated  by  him.  At  most  he  would  be 
entitled  to  the  costs  of  a  judgment  by  default,  {J^mes  agt. 
Weed,  24  Bar.,  546). 

In  accordance  with  these  suggestions,  findings  may  be 
drawn  up  and  served  on  the  attorney  for  the  defendant 
Stewart,  and  settled  upon  notice,  and  judgment  entered  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COUBT. 

PiGIYOLET  agt.  BUSH£. 

In  order  (oprsBerre  tiie  property  Arom  aeriout  loo^  the  eonrt  will  appoin) 
daring  the  pendency  of  ftn  Mtion  ift  parHtio»t 

J^ew  York  General  Term,  June,  1864. 
Before  Leonard,  P,  J.,  Gleeke  and  Barnard,  Justices. 
Appeal  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  special  term, 
appointing  a  receiver  in  an  action  in  partition. 

By  the  court,  Clebke,  J.  Undoubtedly,  receivers  will 
rarely  be  appointed  in  actions  for  the  recovery  of  real 
property;  for  a  court  of  equity  generally  refuses  to  inter- 
fere for  or  against  the  legal  title  *,  although,  in  actions  to 
set  aside  fraudulent  conveyances  and  in  other  equitable 
actions  receivers  will  be  appointed  when  the  safe  disposi- 
tion and  management  of  the  property  require  it.  Even  in 
an  action  to  set  aside  a  purchase  on  the  ground  of  inade- 
quaoy  of  price,  where  the  defendants  were  in  possession 
and  devisees  of  the  purchaser,  the  Lord  Chancellor  ap- 
pointed a  receiver.  {StUlwell  agt.  Watkins,  1  Jacobs,  280.) 
The  power  of  the  court  in  this  respect  is  only  limited  by 
considerations  of  what  is  expedient  for  the  interests  of  the 
parties  concerned.  This  is  an  equity,  not  a  common  law 
action,  for  the  partition  of  real  estate.  During  the  pen- 
dency of  the  action,  from  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
court  below  had  good  reason  to  believe  that  some  portion 
of  the  property  could  not  be  rented,  in  consequence  of  the 
refusal  of  the  defendant  Bushe  to  unite  with  the  other  ten- 
ant in  common  (the  plaintiff),  and  that  the  rents  of  other 
portions  which  had  been  rented  could  not  be  collected,  in 
consequence  of  her  interference.  Under  these  circum- 
stances it  became  desirable,  in  order  to  preserve  the  pro^ 
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perty  from  serious  loss,  for  the  court  to  appoint  a  receiver 
daring  the  pendency  of  the  action. 

The  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Henry  H.  Coope,  receiver  agt.  Charles  S,  P.  Bowles  and 

OTHERS. 

A  ruHver  in  general  is  not  clothed  witb  any  right  to  maintain  an  action  which  the 
parties  or  the  estate  which  he  represents  conld  not  maintain.  He  most  show  a 
3aase  of  action  existing  in  those  parties,  and  that  by  the  appointment  of  the 
court,  lawfully  made  in  a  matter  where  the  court  had  jurisdiction,  the  power  has 
been  conferred  on  him  in  his  representatiTe  capacity  as  receiver,  to  prosecute  the 
action. 

Where  a  receiver  brings  an  action  to  set  ande  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors as  void,  it  is  not  enough  to  aUege  in  his  complaint  that  he  was  appointed 
receiver  in  supplementary  proceedings.  The  judgment  and  other  facts  neoessary 
to  maintain  supplementary  proceedings  must  be  stated.  He  must  state  the  equity 
of  the  parties  whose  rights  under  the  order  of  the  court  appointing  him  he  repre- 
sentsy  to  maintain  such  an  action. 

An  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  made  by  a  partnership  Jimh  *  put  of 
whom  are  absent  from  the  state,  cannot  be  supported  unless  due  authority  for  its 
execution  by  the  absent  membexs,  or  its  subsequent  radfleation  by  them  is  proven. 

JVeio  York  General  Term,  June,  1864. 

Before  Leonard,  P.  /.,  Clerke  and  Barnard,  Justices. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  at  special  term, 
declaring  void  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
made  by  the  defendants — ^a  partnership  firm. 

OsBORN  E.  Bright,  for  appellants. 
W.  W.  Goodrich,  for  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Leonard,  P.  J.  Neither  the  statements  of 
the  complaint,  nor  the  evidence  adduced  at  the  trial,  gives 
the  court  jurisdiction  to  declare  the  assignment  from  Do 
Agreda,  Jove  &  Co.,  to  Charles  S.  P.  Bowles,  void,  or  to 
set  it  aside.  No  authority  is  stated  in  the  complaint  or 
proven  in  the  case,  which  will  authorize  the  court  to  direct 
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a  receiver  to  prosecute  an  action  for  such  a  purpose.  It  is 
alleged  that  the  receiver  was  appointed  in  supplementary 
proceedings.  That  is  not  enough.  The  judgment  and 
other  facts  necessary  to  maintain  supplementary  proceed- 
ings are  wanting.  A  simple  contract  creditor  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  to  set  aside  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors.  Receivers  are  appointed  by  the  court  with  the 
like  powers  with  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  in  various 
other  kinds  of  actions,  as  in  actions  between  pii^rtners, 
Ac,  but  the  receiver  must  state  in  his  complaint  the 
equity  of  the  party  whose  rights,  under  the  order  of 
the  court  appointing  him  he  represents,  to  maintain  the 
action  which  he  here  attempts  to  prosecute.  A  receiver 
in  general  is  not  clothed  with  any  right  to  maintain  an 
action  which  the  parties  or  the  estate  which  he  represents 
could  not  maintain.  He  must  show  a  cause  of  action  exist- 
ing in  those  parties,  and  that  by  the  appointment  of  the 
court  lawfully  made,  in  a  matter  where  the  court  had  juris- 
diction, the  power  has  been  conferred  on  him,  in  his  repre- 
sentative capacity  as  receiver,  to  prosecute  the  action. 

The  complaint  and  the  proofs  are  wholly  defective  in 
these  particulars.     The  judgment  has  not  cured  it. 

The  assignment  was  declared  void  because  it  was  not 
executed  by  all  the  members  of  the  firm  personally.  The 
firm  consisted  of  four  members.  Two  were  here  and  exe- 
cuted for  themselves,  and  also  as  attorneys  for  the  others, 
who  were  absent  from  the  state.  I  think  it  was  sufficiently 
proveif  that  De  Agreda  held  a  power  of  attorney  from  one 
of  the  absent  members,  Mr.  Jove,  authorizing  him  to  do 
any  act  in  connection  with  the  business  of  the  firm  in  his 
discretion.  The  proof  was  entirely  defective  in  showing  a 
sufficient  power  of  attorney  from  the  other  absent  member, 
Mr.  Ponte.  The  evidence  of  ratification  as  to  Ponte,  is 
also  insufficient ;  but  as  to  Mr.  Jove,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  he  was  satisfied  with  the  act  of  his  partners  here,  and 
ratified  it.     It  is  not  necessary  to  pursue  the  examination 
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of  the  facts  found  by  the  referee,  or  his  conclusions  of  law, 
unless  it  be  as  a^guide  to  the  court  in  this  case,  should 
there  be  any  future  trial.  It  must  be  conceded  that  the 
assignment  cannot  be  supported  unless  due  authority  for 
its  execution  by  the  absent  members  of  the  firm,  or  its  sub- 
sequent ratification  is  proven. 

Whatever  moneys  of  the  estate  were  paid  for  expenses, 
or  to  creditors  under  the  assignment,  in  good  faith,  before 
the  commencement  of  this  action,  should  be  allowed  to  the 
assignee,  if  the  assignment  should  finally  be  held  invalid. 
Payments  to  himself,  or  to  his  own  firm  would  not  come 
within  this  principle. 

The  referee,  it  appears,  settled  the  decree  and  directed 
its  entry  by  the  clerk,  but  no  judge  of  the  court  has 
directed  the  entry  of  judgment.  The  question  is  one  of 
regularity  merely,  and  is  not  a  ground  of  reversal  on  appeal 
from  the  judgment.  The  question  can  properly  arise  only 
on  a  practice  motion  at  special  term  to  set  it  aside  for 
irregularity.  The  powers  of  the  referee  to  hear  and  decide 
are  terminated  when  he  has  made  his  report,  with  the 
exception  that  he  can  settle  the  form  of  the  case,  and  the 
findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
with  costs  of  the  appeal  to  the  appellants,  with  leave  to 
the  respondent  to  apply  at  special  term  to  amend  his  com- 
plaint. 


NEW  YORK  SUPERIOB  COURT. 
Jacob  Carpenter  agt.  William  Simmons. 

The  proTirionfl  of  the  59th  seotion  of  the  dUtriet  court  act  of  the  eity  of  New  Tork> 
are  d&rutory  merely.  They  impoae  a  mere  ministerial  duty  upon  the  eterlte  of 
those  courts,  the  omission  to  perform  which  would  not  invalidate  a  judgment 
which  had  heen  regularly  recovered ;  although  the  docket  and  a  transcript  is  made 
evideiioe>  there  if  nothing  in  the  aot  which  makes  it  the  only  evidence.    And  if 
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the  elerk  shoold  wlioUj  negleet  to  make  np  hi»  docket,  the  plaintiff  in  any  snii 
or  proceeding  where  it  became  necessary,  could  prove  by  other  evidence  the 
reeorering  of  his  judgment. 

Where  an  execution  directed  to  the  sheriff;  subscribed  by  the  party  issnlng  it; 
intelligibly  refers  to  the  judgment;  states  the  court  and  county  where  the  judg- 
ment was  recorered  and  transcript  filed;  names  of  parties,  Ac,  nothing  more  is 
required.  The  teete  is  no  necessary  part  of  the  execution,  nor  is  the  direction  to 
rehtms  any  errors  which  nay  occur  in  either  are  immaterial. 

Where  a  sheriff  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  sells  a  store  of  goods  which  are  subject 
to  a  chattel  mortgage,  he  sells  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the  defendant  in  the 
ezeeution.  And  in  a  sale  of  this  kind  the  sheriff  must  neeeasarily  $ell  the  pro- 
pertff  ta  buUe,  and  will  not  be  permitted  to  sell  it  separately  or  in  parcels. 

U  eeeme  that  no  one  besides  the  dtfendani  in  the  execution,  can  object  to  the  man- 
ner  qf  iiuM%g  the  sale  of  the  property  by  the  sheriff. 

A  diattei  mortgage,  whlch>  after  enumerating  the  goods  mortgaged,  eontalns  a 
dause  in  the  following  form,  is  void  ae  to  eredUore — to  wit :  <'  And  also  all  other 
goods,  chattels,  Ac,  which  may  be  substituted  for  any  similar  property  now 
appertaining  to  the  business  of  said  firm,  or  belonging  to  said  firm,  at  said  store 
and  shop,  or  which  may  be  added  by  way  of  purchase  or  exchange,  thereto.  It 
being  intended  and  declared  that  all  the  property,  stock,  tools  and  fixtures,  which 
may  at  any  time  form  part  of  and  belong  to  said  businera  of  said  firm  of  T-—  k 
Co.,  at  the  premises  aforesaid,  whether  the  same  be  now  in  existenoe,  or  here- 
sf ter  created  or  acquired,  shall  be  and  is  included  in,  covered  and  conveyed  by 
the  foregoing  mortgage." 

A  plaintiff  in  a  judgment  and  execution,  who  purchases  merely  the  interest  of  the 
defendants  in  the  property  sold  on  the  execution,  is  not  estopped  from  question- 
ing the  validity  of  a  prior  chattel  mortgage  given  by  the  defendants  on  such  pro- 
perty. 

Where  the  evidence  showed  that  the  defendant,  the  mortgagee  in  the  chattel  mort- 
gage, had  seised  and  sold  under  the  mortgage,  a  considerable  amount  in  value 
of  property  by  the  mortgagors,  the  defendants  in  the  execution,  after  the  mort- 
gage was  made,  and  which  the  plaintiff  had  purchased  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  and 
it  appearing  that  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was  for  the  value  of  a  portion  only 
of  the  goods  taken,  without  designating  what  portion,  the  court  would  assume 
that  the  verdict  was  for  the  value  of  that  portion  of  the  goods  not  covered  by  the 
mortgage,  and  for  which  the  plaintiff  was  clearly  entitled  to  recover. 

The  declarations  of  the  parties  to  the  mortgage  were  not  admissible  as  evidence  to 
sustidn  the  mortgage  as  against  a  judgment  creditor. 

^ew  York  General  Term^  J^ovemher,  1863. 

BosWoETH,  C  /.,  White  and  Monell,  Justices. 

This  action  was  for  the  conversion  of  personal  property. 
The  plaintiff  recovered  judgment  in  the  sixth  district  court, 
in  this  city,  against  Tibbetts  &  Co.,  upon  which  an  execu- 
tion was  issued,  under  which  the  sheriff  levied  upon  the 
goods  of  Tibbetts  &  Co.,  and  sold  their  right,  title  and 
interest.     The  plaintiff  purchased  at  the  sale  and  took  pos- 
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sesBion.  The  defendant  claimed  the  property  under  a  chattel 
mortgage  from  Tibbetts  &  Co.  to  him,  given  prior  to  the 
plaintiff's  judgment. 

The  mortgage,  after  enumerating  the  goods  mortgaged, 
contained  the  following  clause:  '^And  also  all  other  goods, 
chattels,  &c.,  which  may  be  substituted  for  any  similar 
property  now  appertaining  to  the  business  of  said  firm,  or 
belonging  to  said  firm  at  said  store  and  shop,  or  which  may 
be  added,  by  way  of  purchase  or  exchange,  thereto.  It 
being  intended  and  declared  that  all  the  property,  stock, 
tools  and  fixtures,  which  may  at  any  time  form  part  of  and 
belong  to  said  business  of  said  firm  of  Tibbetts  &  Co.  at  the 
premises  aforesaid,  whether  the  same  be  now  in  existence 
or  hereafter  created  or  acquired,  shall  be  and  is  included 
in,  covered  and  conveyed  by  the  foregoing  mortgage." 

Subsequently  to  tlie  sale  by  the  sheriff,  and  purchase  by 
the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  took  possession  of  the  property 
under  his  mortgage  and  sold  it.  The  sale  by  the  sheriff  wag 
of  the  right  and  title  of  Tibbetts  &  Co.  It  was  in  bulk  and 
not  by  parcels,  and  the  plaintiff  purchased  for  five  dollars. 

The  defendant  objected  to  the  introduction  of  the  trans- 
cript of  the  plaintiff's  judgment  against  Tibbetts  &  Co., 
and  also  of  the  execution  issued  thereupon.  The  objec- 
tions were  overruled  and  the  defendant  excepted.  There 
were  two  motions  made  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  which 
were  refused.  There  were  several  exceptions  to  the  admis- 
sion and  rejection  of  evidence,  and  several  requests  by  the 
defendant  to  charge  the  jury,  which  were  refused. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  value 
of  a  portion  only  of  the  goods.  A  motion  was  made  at  spe- 
cial term  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  denied ;  and  thereupon 
judgment  was  entered  upon  the  judgment. 

The  defendant  appeals  from  the  judgment  and  order. 

Mr.  Lockwood,  for  appellant 
A.  R.  Dyett, /or  respondent. 
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By  the  court,  Monell,  J.  There  are  two  questions  pre- 
aented  on  this  appeal:  one  as  to  the  suflBciency  of  the 
plaintiff's  title;  the  other  s^  to  the  validity  of  the  defend- 
ant's mortgage.  The  first  question  involves  the  examina- 
tion of  the  plaintiff's  judgment  and  execution,  and  of  the 
sale  made  by  the  sheriff  under  it. 

The  plaintiff's  judgment  against  Tibbetts  &  Go.  was 
recovered  in  a  district  court  of  this  city,  denominated,  in 
the  act  reducing  the  several  acts  relating  to  those  courts 
into  one  act  {Laws  of  1857,  vol.  1,  p.  707),  as  **  district 
courts  of  the  first,  second,  &c.,  districts  of  that  city." 

The  59th  section  of  the  act  directs  that  the  clerks  of 
these  courts  shall  keep  a  book,  denominated  a  docket  book, 
in  which  he  shall  enter  certain  particulars,  defined  in  the 
various  subdivisions  of  the  section,  and  intended  to  con- 
tain a  history  of  the  proceedings  in  the  action  to  and 
beyond  judgment.  The  60th  section  makes  a  transcript  of 
such  docket  evidence  of  the  "  facts  stated  therein." 

The  transcript  offered  in  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  judg- 
ment contained,  I  think,  all  that  is  required  by  the  59th 
section,  and  shows  the  regular  recovery  of  a  judgment 
against  the  defendants  therein. 

If  any  question  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  over 
Simmons,  who  was  not  served  with  process,  could  be  raised 
by  the  defendant  in  this  action,  it  is  answered  by  the  two 
facts  :  first,  the  defendants  were  sued  as  joint  contractors, 
and  the  service  on  one  gave  jurisdiction,  and  the  judgment 
in  form  was  correctly  entered  against  both,  under  which 
their  interest  in  property  jointly  owned  by  them  could  be 
sold ;  and  second,  that  the  defendant,  Simmons,  was  pre- 
sent at  the  trial  and  subjected  himself  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  justice.  It  was  urged  by  the  appellant's  counsel  that 
the  transcript  of  the  docket  was  deficient  in  not  stating  that 
a  transcript  had  been  given,  to  be  filed  in  the  county  clerk's 
office,  as  required  by  the  10th  subdivision. 

The  transcript  was  evidence  only  of  the  facts  stated  in 
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it.  It  was  not  evidence  of  the  giving  of  a  transcript  to  be 
filed.  It  was  necessary,  and  the  plaintiff  did  prove  by 
other  testimony  the  filing  of  a  transcript  in  the  county 
clerk's  office,  prior  to  issuing  his  execution. 

The  provisions  of  the  59th  section  are  directory  merely. 
They  impose  a  mere  ministerial  duty  upon  the  clerks  of 
those  district  courts,  the  omission  to  perform  which  would 
not  invalidate  a  judgment  which  had  been  regularly  reco- 
vered. And  if  the  clerk  should  wholly  neglect  to  make  up 
his  docket,  I  apprehend  the  plaintiff,  in  any  suit  or  pro- 
ceeding where  it  became  necessary,  could  prove  by  other 
evidence  the  recovery  of  his  judgment.  The  docket  and  a 
transcript  is  made  evidence,  but  there  is  nothing  in  the  act 
which  makes  it  the  only  evidence,  and  the  party  may  still 
resort  to  other  competent  evidence  to  prove  his  judgment. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  find  that  any  of  the  objections 
to  the  transcript  are  tenable.  It  showed  the  recovery  of 
a  judgment,  and  that  the  parties  and  the  action  were  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  justice,  and  that  all  the  preliminary 
steps  had  been  taken  to  make  the  judgment  regular. 
Whatever  was  omitted  was  not  essential  to  the  right  to 
issue  execution,  other  proof  having  been  offered  and 
received,  to  supply  any  such  deficiency. 

I  think  the  objections  to  the  execution  were  more  to  its 
form  than  to  its  substance.  The  289th  section  of  the  Code 
prescribes  what  shall  be  contained  in  an  execution,  and  it 
seems  to  me  the  execution  which  was  issued  upon  the  plain- 
tiff's judgment  contained  every  fact  required. 

It  was  directed  to  the  sheriff ;  subscribed  by  the  party 
issuing  it ;  intelligibly  referred  to  the  judgment ;  stated 
the  court  and  county  where  the  judgment  was  recovered 
and  transcript  filed ;  names  of  parties,  &o.  Nothing  more 
was  required  to  be  stated.  The  teste  was  no  necessary 
part  of  the  execution,  nor  was  the  direction  to  return,  and 
therefore,  any  errors  in  them  were  immaterial.  I  think  the 
objections  to  the  execution  were  properly  overruled. 
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The  sheriff  nnder  the  execution  sold  only  the  right,  title 
and  interest  of  Tibbetts  &  Co.  in  the  goods ;  in  other  words, 
he  sold  the  equity  of  redemption  of  Tibbetts  &  Co.  In  a 
sale  of  this  kind,  the  sheriff  must  necessarily  sell  the  pro- 
perty in  bulk,  and  would  not  be  permitted  to  sell  it  sepa- 
rately or  in  parcels.  The  mortgagee  has  the  right,  when 
his  right  to  take  possession  accrues,  to  follow  the  property 
and  seize  it  under  his  mortgage,  and  it  could  not  be  tole- 
rated that  in  selling,  in  effect,  subject  to  the  mortgage,  he 
could  distribute  it  among  a  multitude  of  purchasers.  As  I 
understand  it,  the  sale  was  in  bulk  in  Hall  agt.  Camley  (11 
JV*.  Y.  R.  [1  Kern.]  501) ;   Tift  agt.  Barton  (4  Den.  171.) 

The  question  of  actual  levy  was  left,  upon  the  evidence, 
to  the  jury.  The  testimony  was  somewhat  conttadictory, 
but  the  jury  have  passed  upon  it,  and  it  was  sufficient  to 
sustain  their  verdict. 

It  was  objected  that  the  property  sold  by  the  sheriff  was 
not  present  in  view  of  the  purchasers  at  the  sale.  There 
wag  evidence,  however,  both  ways  on  that  subject,  and  the 
learned  judge  carefully  submitted  it  to  the  jury,  that  the 
plaintiff  could  recover  for  the  value  of  such  property  only 
as  was  present  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  within  the  view  of  the 
bidders. 

The  charge  in  respect  to  the  levy  and  sale  was  favorable 
to  the  defendant  and  no  exception  was  taken  to  it. 

We  were  not  referred  on  the  argument,  nor  have  I  been 
able  to  find  any  case  deciding  that  any  one,  besides  the 
defendant  in  the  execution,  can  object  to  the  manner  of 
making  the  sale.  It  would  seem,  that  it  does  not  lie  with 
any  other  party  to  insist,  that  the  sale  shall  be,  in  all 
respects,  conformable  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 

Be  it  so,  however,  that  the  defendant,  as  mortgagee  out 
of  possession,  may  object  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  sale,  then 
we  are  brought  to  the  remaining  question,  namely,  as  to 
the  validity  of  the  defendant's  mortgage. 

The  case  of  Edgell  agt.  Hart  (9  JV.  Y.  R.  [5  Seld.]  213), 
Vol.  XXVIII.  2 
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is  decisive,  I  think,  that  a  mortgage  containing  a  provision 
like  that  contained  in  the  defendant's  mortgage  is  void  as 
to  creditors*  In  that  case  the  mortgage  was  made  *'  to 
include,  also,  all  other  articles  of  like  nature  which  may 
be  put,  or  be  in  said  store,  whenever  the  party  of  the 
second  psurt  may  be  entitled  to  enforce  the  within  mort- 
gage," and  the  whole  mortgage  was  held  void.  In  this 
case,  it  was  submitted  to  the  jury  as  a  question  of  fact  for 
them  to  determine  upon  the  evidence,  whether  the  mort- 
gage was  made  with  intent  to  hinder  and  delay  creditors. 
It  would  not  have  been  going  too  far,  I  think,  for  the  judge 
to  have  instructed  the  jury  that  the  mortgage  was  void  in 
law,  as  intimated  in  the  opinion  in  Edgell  agt.  Hart  {supra^ 
p.  219),  but  the  judge  chose  to  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  be 
determined  as  a  question  of  fact,  and  they  have  found 
against  the  defendant  on  that  issue. 

The  plaintiff  having  established  his  judgment  against 
Tibbetts  &  Co.,  was  in  a  position  to  attack  the  defendant's 
mortgage,  and  his  purchase  under  his  execution  at  the  sher- 
iff's sale  did  not  deprive  him  of  this  right  {HUdreth  agt. 
SandSf  2  J.  C,  R.  36).  He  did  not  purchase  subject  to  the 
mortgage.  He  merely  purchased  the  interest  of  Tibbetts 
&  Co.  which  interest  was  conveyed  by  a  mortgage  which 
was  or  was  not  valid.  There  was  nothing,  therefore,  in  the 
sale  or  purchase  that  estopped  the  plaintiff  from  question- 
ing the  validity  of  the  Tibbetts  mortgage. 

If  the  views  which  I  have  here  expressed  are  correct, 
they  dispose  of  all  the  questions  raised  upon  the  motions 
to  dismiss  the  complaint,  as  well  as  to  the  exceptions  to  the 
refusals  to  charge,  and  to  the  charge  itself. 

The  verdict  was  for  the  value  of  a  portion  only  of  the 
goods  taken — for  what  portion  does  not  appear.  The  evi- 
dence shows,  however,  that  the  defendant  had  seized  and 
sold  under  the  mortgage  a  considerable  amount  in  value, 
of  property  not  covered  by  the  mortgage,  and  which  the 
plaintiff  had  purchased  at  the  sheriff's  sale,    Jn  respect  to 
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that  the  learned  judge  charged  the  jury  that  "  such  pro- 
perty as  was  acquired  by  Tibbetts  &  Co.,  after  the  mort- 
gage was  given,  was  not  legally  embraced  in  the  mortgage ;'' 
that  Simmons  had  no  right  to  take  and  sell  that  property, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  its  value. 

In  looking  at  this  case  we  are  to  see  whether  the  evi- 
dence sustains  the  verdict  under  the  charge  of  the  judge, 
for  to  this  part  of  the  charge  there  was  no  exception. 

It  is  impossible  to  say  whether  the  verdict  was  or  was 
not  for  the  value  of  such  property  only  as  was  acquired  by 
Tibbetts  &  Co.,  after  the  mortgage  was  made.  If  so,  it 
could  not  be  disturbed.  To  that  extent  the  plaintiff  was 
clearly  entitled  to  recover,  and  if  it  is  necessary  in  order 
to  sustain  the  verdict,  I  think  we  are  bound  to  assume  that 
such  was  the  verdict. 

The  inquiry  of  the  witness,  John  Simmons,  was  propeiiy 
excluded.  There  was  no  evidence  of  any  interference  with 
the  property  by  the  deputy  sheriff.  At  most,  the  question 
bore  upon  the  levy,  but  it  was  too  remote  to  affect  that 
question. 

The  declarations  of  the  parties  to  the  mortgage  were  not 
admissible  to  sustain  the  mortgage  as  against  a  judgment 
creditor,  and  were  properly  excluded. 

It  was  perhaps  not  competent  to  prove  the  judgment  in 
the  district  court  by  parol,  if  such  proof  was  necessary, 
which  I  think  was  not.  In  these  courts,  the  judgment  pro- 
nounced by  the  judge  is  entered  in  the  docket  by  the  clerk, 
and  as  we  have  seen,  his  omission  to  do  so  would  not  invali- 
date the  judgment,  nor  render  it  unavailing.  I  think  it 
was  competent  to  prove  that  John  Simmons  was  present  at 
the  trial  in  the  district  court,  and  that  the  check  was  the 
copartnership  check  of  Tibbetts  <b  Go.  Independently  of 
the  judgment,  the  plaintiff,  as  a  creditor  of  Tibbetts  A  Co., 
could  attack  the  mortgage,  and  the  evidence  tended  to 
prove  hin)  such  creditor.  It  did  i^ot  contradict  the  record, 
nor  go  tp  sustain  it. 
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The  exclusion  of  any  evidence  by  the  defendant,  of  the 
nature  of  the  debt  evidenced  by  the  check,  unless  the 
defendant  would  put  the  check  in  evidence,  it  being  offered 
to  him  by  the  plaintiff  for  that  purpose,  was  proper.  The 
condition  was  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge,  and  cannot  be 
reviewed. 

It  was  immaterial  whether  John  Simmons  was  present  at 
the  trial  in  the  district  court  or  not.  The  defendants  there 
were  joint  contractors,  and,  as  I  have  before  stated,  the 
judgment  was  properly  in  form  against  both,  and  would 
reach  their  joint  property,  although  no  service  was  made 
upon  one  of  the  defendants.  Hence  it  was  proper  to 
exclude  all  inquiry  on  that  subject. 

I  have  thus  briefly  reviewed  the  exceptions  taken  by  the 
defendant  to  the  admission  and  rejection  of  evidence.  I 
cannot  find  that  any  of  them  are  well  taken,  and  am  there- 
fore of  opinion  that  the  judgment  and  order  appealed  from 
should  be  affirmed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Stryker  agt.  The  New  York  Exchange  Bank. 

The  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  amend  his  complaint  of  eoorse)  and  without  ooittj 
changing  the  place  of  trial>  aSttr  the  service  qf  the  anawev. 

J^exD  York  Special  Term,  August,  1864. 

The  plaintiff  commenced  his  action  by  a  summons,  con- 
taining a  notice  that  the  complaint  would  be  filed  in  the 
county  of  New  York.  The  defendant  having  appeared, 
the  plaintiff  served  the  defendant  with  a  complaint,  stating 
the  place  of  trial  to  be  the  county  of  New  York.  The 
defendant  having  answered,  the  plaintiff  served  an  amended 
complaint,  stating  the  place  of  trial  to  be  in  the  county  of 
Oneida.  The  defendant  now  moved  to  set  aside  the 
amended  complaint  for  irregularity. 
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A.  S.  Van  Duzex,  fw  the  motion, 

insisted  that  the  place  of  trial  was  fixed  by  the  snminozis 
and  complaint,  and  could  npt  be  changed  except  on  motion 
{Bangs  agt.  Seldm,  13  Hw).  163).  The  Code  (§  126),  ex- 
pressly  provides  how  the  place  of  trial  shall  be  changed, 
viz. :  "  by  order  of  the  court."  A  plaintiff  has  no  more 
right  to  change  the  place  of  trial  by  merely  amending  his 
complaint  than  the  court  would  have  power  at  any  stage 
of  the  cause  to  change  it  on  a  motion  to  amend,  instead  of 
a  motion  under  section  126. 

Section  172  has  always  been  regarded  with  some  quali- 
fications and  restrictions.  (3  Code,  R.  189 ;  6  How,  321 ; 
1  Code  R.  [JV.  S.]  318.) 

Charles  Tkaot,  am^a. 

The  statement  of  the  place  of  trial  is  a  part  of  the  com- 
plaint {Code,  ^  142),  and  therefore  is  amendable,  of  course. 
The  former  general  rules  of  court,  authorizing  amendments, 
of  course  are  incorporated  into  the  Code  {Rules ,  1790,  JW. 
8;  1830,  Jfo.  23;  1837,  JVb.  24;  1847,  Jfo.  22;  Code,  ^172; 
Code  of  1848,  §  109).  Those  rules  were  held  to  allow  an 
amendment  of  the  declaration  by  change  of  venue  (  Wakenutn 
agt.  SpraguBy  7  Cowen,  174,  175,  176;  Hitchcock  agt.  Post, 
1  Wendell,  16),  and  the  Code  was  designed  to  continue  that 
practice.  The  notice  in  the  summons  of  the  place  where 
the  complaint  will  be  filed  was  first  required  in  1849,  not 
being  in  the  original  Code  of  1848  (^  109),  and  this  change 
in  the  form  of  the  summons  does  not  affect  the  right  to 
amend  the  complaint,  given  by  the  Code  in  1848,  and  still 
in  force  without  change.  After  appearaiice  and  answer, 
the  summons  is  of  no  importance. 

By  the  court,  Bahnabld,  J.  The  plaintiff  had  a  right  so 
to  amend  his  complaint,  of  course,  and  without  costs. 
Motion  denied. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  ex  rel.  William  J.  Hadlet  agt.  The  Supe&vi- 
soas  OF  Albany  county. 

Where  eoima$l  ar$  4U$igned  hy  th$  court  to  defend  a  prifloner  on  the  trial  of  an 
indiotment>  even  egainst  their  ezpreis  deaire,  there  is  no  oonititvtional  or  atatn- 
torj  prorision  of  this  state  which  reeognises  the  claim  of  the  eonnsel  for  sneli 
serrioes,  by  whieh  they  may  be  charged  against  the  camUy,  and  audited  and  paid 
by  the  board  of  saperrison. 

Upon  the  principles  established  by  the  deoislons  of  the  courts  of  this  state^  to 
charge  a  county  with  a  claim  for  serrices  rendered  or  expenses  inoaited>  there 
must  be  some  statutory  authority  authorising  the  same  to  be  rendered  or 
inourred>  or  directing  the  payment  thereof,  before  the  board  of  superrisors  oaa 
be  oompelled  by  mandamus  to  audit  such  claim.* 

Albany  Special  Term,  April,  1864. 

This  is  an  application  for  a  mandamiu  to  compel  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  Albany  county  to  audit  the  claim 
of  the  relator,  for  services  rendered  in  the  defence  of  Mary 
Hartung,  who  was  indicted  for  murder.  It  appears  from 
the  papers,  that  on  the  2lBt  day  of  September,  1858,  on 
motion  of  Samuel  G.  Courtney,  Esq.,  then  district  attorney 
of  Albany  county,  an  order  was  entered  at  the  oyer  and 
terminer  held  in  and  for  said  county,  assigning  the  relator 
attorney  and  counsel  for  the  prisoner.     The  relator  applied 

*NoTn. — This  seems  to  be  a  Tory  proper  case  for  calling  the  attention  of  the 
legislature  to  the  Justice  of  passing  a  law  to  compensate  counsel  for  such  serrices. 
Although  the  courts  hare  the  strict  right  to  assign  counsel  to  take  charge  of  the 
defence  of  prisoners  under  indictment,  who  are  unable  to  employ  counsel,  yet  the 
Justice,  equity,  or  eren  propriety  of  requiring  this  forced  serrice  without  fee  or 
reward,  or  hope  of  reward,  is  not  peroeived.  If  a  youQg  attorney  Just  admitted 
to  the  bar  is  willing  to  Tolnnteer  the  defence  of  such  a  case,  with  the  view  of  trying 
his  wings  on  a  little  spread  eagle  eloquence,  why,  all  right,  let  him  soar,  Aree  as  air 
— firee  certainly  of  ady  pecuniary  consideration.  But  it  is  a  Tory  different  matter 
when,  as  in  this  case,  a  lawyer  of  many  years  standing  at  the  bar,  who  usually 
has  as  much  business  that  pays  as  he  can  attend  to,  is  forced  to  take  charge  of  the 
defenoe  of  a  criminal,  and  has  to  go  through  the  different  courts  on  intricate  and 
norel  questions  arising  under  a  change  of  statutes  bearing  on  the  ease,  and  on  thm 
jknal  success  of  his  efforts  is  left  without  any  compensation,  sare  the  satisfaction 
of  having  faithfiilly  performed  a  duty  which  he  would  gladly  hare  accepted  » 
wlaatt  ftom  originally.    Rip. 
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to  the  cotirt  to  be  excused  from  each  service,  which  was 
denied.  From  that  time,  during  a  period  of  about  three 
years,  the  relator  conducted  the  defence  of  the  prisoner 
through  the  various  courts,  until  she  was  finally  acquitted. 
The  defence,  while  it  was  attended  with  great  labor,  neces- 
sarily consumed  much  time,  and  the  relator  for  his  services 
presented  to  the  defendants  his  claim  of  $3,766,  properly 
verified,  to  be  audited  and  allowed,  and  the  si^ne  was 
rejected. 

Lyman  Tkemain,  for  the  motion. 

8.  F.  H166IK8,  district  attorney,  opposed. 

Ingalls,  J.  The  claim  of  the  relator  is  just,  and  should 
be  audited  and  paid,  if  it  is  a  legal  charge  against  the 
county  of  Albany.  A  mandamus  issues  only  where  there 
is  a  clear  legal  right  (7%e  People  agt.  The  Supervisors  of 
Chenango  county,  11  Jf.  Y.  R.  663,  574). 

The  Revised  Statutes  {Sth  ed.  vol.  1,  p.  848,  §  2),  pro- 
vide as  follows  :  ''  The  board  of  supervisors  of  each  county 
in  this  state  shall  have  power  at  their  annual  meeting,  or 
at  any  other  meeting,  1st.  To  make  such  orders  concerning 
the  corporate  property  of  the  county  as  they  may  deem 
expedient.  2.  To  examine,  settle  and  allow  all  accounts 
chargeable  against  such  county,  and  to  direct  the  raising 
of  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  defray  the  same.  3. 
To  audit  the  accounts  of  town  ofiScers  and  other  persons, 
against  their  respective  towns,  and  to  direct  the  raising  of 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  defray  the  same.  4.  To 
perform  all  other  duties  which  may  be  enjoined  on  them  by 
any  law  of  this  state."  The  authority  to  audit  and  allow 
this  claim  is  to  be  found,  if  at  all,  in  the  second  subdivision 
of  the  above  section. 

Is  this  claim  chargeable  against  said  county?  In  the 
case  of  The  People  agt.  The  Supervisors  of  Fulton  county 
(14  Barb.  Hep.  56),  Allek,  J.,  says :  *'  If  services  are  ren- 
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dered  which  are  not  provided  for  by  the  statiUe^  however 
meriiorwusy  thej  are  gratuitous,  and  the  partj  is  not  enti- 
tled to  compensation."  {The  People  agt.  The  Supervisors  of 
Jfew  York,  1  Hill,  362 ;  The  People  agt.  Lawrence,  6  HiU, 
244.)  In  the  last  case,  Bronson,  J.,  says :  ''  They  "  (speak- 
ing of  the  board  of  supervisors)  "  have  only  such  powers 
as  have  been  conferred  upon  them  by  the  legislature,  and 
there  is  no  statute  which  gives  any  color  for  saying  that 
they  could  indemnify  the  relator  against  the  expenses  of  bis 
defence.  And  whatever  appearance  of  justice  there  may 
be  in  charging  the  expenses  of  the  accused  upon  the  county, 
it  is  enough  for  us  to  say  that  this  consideration  addresses 
itself  exclusively  to  the  legislature"  {The  People  agt.  Van 
Wyck,  6  Cowen,  260). 

I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  statute  of  this  state, 
which  under  the  most  liberal  construction,  directs  or  even 
authorizes  the  court  to  assign  counsel  to  defend  prisoners, 
or  that  provides  any  compensation,  or  prescribes  any  mode 
of  payment  for  such  service.  It  was  insisted  upon  the  argu- 
ment that  such  authority  was  to  be  found  in  the  constitu- 
tion of  this  state.  The  seventh  article  and  seventh  section 
of  the  constitution  provides  as  follows  :  '*  And  in  every 
trial  on  impeachment  or  indictment,  the  party  accused  shall 
be  allowed  counsel  as  in  civil  actions^'  The  obvious  con* 
struction  of  this  provision  is,  that  a  prisoner  may  have  the 
assistance  of  counsel  in  conductiog  a  defence,  not  that  the 
court  shall  provide  such  counsel  at  the  expense  of  the 
county.  Courts  have  uniformly  assigned  counsel  to  defend 
prisoners  who  had  not  the  ability  to  procure  counsel,  and 
the  members  of  the  legal  profession  have  rendered  the 
service  without  the  expectation  of  pecuniary  reward  from 
any  source,  at  least  not  from  the  county.  So  uniform  has 
been  this  practice,  that  I  have  been  unable  to  find  a  case 
in  the  reports  of  this  state  where  such  a  claim  has  been 
asserted.  This  consideration,  however,  while  it  indicates 
pretty  dearly  what  has  been  the  understaading  of  the 


NIW  YORK  PKAOnaB  REPORTS.  26 

Paople  agt.  The  BaperriBon  of  AXbmof. 

conrts  and  the  legal  profession  in  this  state  upon  the  sub- 
ject, should  not  prevent  the  recognition  and  enforcement 
of  such  a  claim,  if  it  is  a  legal  charge  against  the  county. 
It  may  be  well  to  examine  some  of  the  cases  where  claims 
have  been  enforced  by  mandamus,  with  a  view  of  ascer- 
taining upon  what  principle  the  courts  have  proceeded. 
hi  the  matter  of  Bright  agt.  The  Supervisors  of  Chenango 
county  (18  John.  Rep.  242),  which  was  an  application  {<^  a 
mandamus  to  compel  the  supervisors  to  audit  the  claim  of 
the  relator  as  clerk  of  the  county  of  Chenango,  for  certain 
books  procured  by  him  in  which  to  record  deeds,  mortgages, 
and  other  proceedings,  the  court  held  that  although  the 
statute  did  not  prescribe  the  manner  the  clerk  was  to  be 
compensated,  yet  as  the  expenditure  was  authorized  by 
statute,  the  right  to  compensation  would  be  implied,  and 
the  purchase  being  for  the  express  benefit  of  the  county, 
it  was  chargeable.  The  court  gave  controlling  effect  to  the 
fact  that  the  purchase  was  authorized  by  the  statute,  and 
the  same  was  for  the  express  benefit  of  the  county.  In 
the  case  The  People  ex  reL  Hilton  agt.  The, Supervisors  of 
^Albany  county  (12  Wend.  Rep.  257),  the  application  was  for 
a  mandamus  to  compel  the  supervisors  to  audit  a  claim  of 
the  relator  for  attendance  at  the  clerk's  office  to  witness  the 
drawing  of  juries  for  the  common  pleas  and  mayor's  courta 
The  court  directed  thaet  the  writ  issue,  basing. its  decision 
upon  the  fact  that  the  statute  eospressly  directed  the  ser- 
mce.  {MaOory  agt.  The  Supervisors  of  Courtland  cotsnty^  2 
Cowen,  531,  533  ;  DouUeday  agt.  The  Supervisors  of  Broome 
county,  2  Cowen^  533,  584.)  The  principle  seems  to  be 
established  by  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  this  state, 
that  to  charge  a  county  with  a  claim  for  services  rendered 
or  expenses  incurred,  there  must  be  some  statutory  antfaoi- 
rity  authorizing  the  same  to  be  rendered  or  incurred,  ot 
directing  the  payment  thereof,  before  the  board  of  super- 
visors can  be  compelled  by  mandamus  to  audit  such  daimu 
The  counsel  for  the  rdator  has  cited  a  case  decided  by  tli» 
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supreme  court  of  Iowa,  IMl  agt.  Washington  coumty  (2 
Greenes  Rep.  473).  In  that  case  counsel  was  assigned  to 
defend  a  prisoner  who  was  unable  to  procure  counsel,  and 
the  court  held  the  claim  for  such  service  a  legal  charge 
against  the  county,  under  a  provision  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes of  that  state,  which  is  as  follows :  "  J%e  court  shall 
assign  counsel  to  defend  the  prisoner^  in  case  he  cannot 
procure  counsel  himself, ^^  Williams,  J.,  says :  "  In  this 
case  the  right  of  action  in  the  plaintiff  does  not  arise  from 
an  express  contract,  but  it  is  necessarily  given  by  the  stat- 
ute— the  statute  authorizes  the  appointment  of  counsel  in 
defence  of  a  pauper,  when  accused  of  crime — ^in  view  of 
the  right  of  that  counsel  to  compensation  for  the  service 
rendered  m  obedience  to  that  law,  as  an  incident,  necessa- 
rily attaches  a  liability  for  the  services  to  the  county,  which 
is  properly  chargeable  with  the  maintenance  of  the  pro- 
ceeding." The  principle  decided  in  that  case  is  in  harmony 
with  the  decision  of  the  courts  of  this  state,  and  carries 
the  doctrine  no  further.  The  case  of  Webb  agt.  Baird  (6 
Indiana,  14),  was  decided  by  a  majority  of  the  court,  Davi- 
son, J.,  dissenting.  From  that  case  it  appears  that  the 
constitution  of  that  state  provides  as  follows :  *'  That  no 
man's  particular  services  shall  be  demanded  without  just 
compensation."  The  court  by  assigning  counsel  demanded 
his  particular  services,  and  the  same  were  rendered  with 
reference  to  that  provision  of  the  constitution,  and  under 
an  expectation  of  reward,  and  the  court  held  that  the 
county  was  liable.  I  have  looked  in  vain  for  any  constitu- 
tional or  statutory  provision,  or  decision  of  the  courts  of 
this  state,  recognizing  any  such  claim,  or  from  which  the 
right  to  such  compensation  can  be  inferred.  I  confess  I 
am  unable  to  discover  upon  what  equity  the  demand  of 
such  service  of  the  profession  without  compensation,  is 
based.  In  this  case  the  rule  operates  with  peculiar  sever- 
ity, as  the  relator,  acting  in  obedience  to  the  order  of  the 
court,  and  that  too  after  applying  to  be  excused  from  such 
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Bervice,  devoted  much  of  hie  time  during  a  period  of  about 
three  years  to  the  Buccessful  defence  of  the  prisoner.  I 
have  devoted  considerable  time  to  the  examination  of  this 
matter,  to  discover  some  authority,  if  any  existed,  which 
would  justify  the  granting  of  this  motion,  but  am  forced 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  application  should  be  to  the 
legislature,  and  not  to  the  court,  which  is,  in  my  judgment^ 
powerless  to  afford  the  relaiar  the  relief  which  he  requires. 
The  motion  must  be  denied,  but  without  costs,  and  without 
prejudice  to  any  other  motion  or  proceeding  which  the  rela- 
tor  may  desire  to  institute. 


COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

Joair  Eebr,  administrator,  Ac,  respondent,  agt.  John  Mc- 
GuiRS,  appellant. 

Wher«>  on  the  trial  a  fair  qnestioii  I0  pr«Mnted  to  the  oovrt  and  Jnry  or  a  referee 
vpon  eonflioting  eridenoe,  whether  the  defendant  if  indebted  in  the  amount 
elaimed,  bj  the  p]alntiir>  or  aa  admitted  bj  himself  In  a  oertain  enm  leas  than 
the  plaintiiT'i  elaim,  and  the  ooort  and  jnry  or  referee  And  the  indebtedneat  to  be 
the  amonnt  claimed  by  the  plaintiflf;  the  oonelnaion  upon  that  question  of  fact  ia 
not  tk^  »ubjut  qfrivisw  in  tlUt  court. 

A  question  put  toa  witneaay  *'Do  70a  know  the  general  priee  of  ale  at  the  breweiy 
in  1860  and  1861 7"  waa  ol^eeted  to  on  the  ground  that  it  waa  too  general — thai 
it  waa  not  eridenee  of  the  market  yalue  of  ale  or  beer  alleged  to  have  been  pur* 
ehaaed  in  April,  May,  June  and  July>  1861,  HMt  that  the  objeetion  eould  not 
preyail>  aa  it  waa  not  shown  that  the  priee  varied  during  the  two  yeara ;  and  the 
anawer  of  the  witness,  to  whieh  no  objeetion  was  taken,  showed  that  it  was  the 
sune  for  those  years. 

Anoihar  question  was  put  to  the  witnessy  **  Do  you  know  the  general  market  Talne 
of  ale  and  beer  during  the  years  1860  and  1861  7"  which  was  objeoted  to  on  the 
ground  that  the  priee  of  ale  and  beer  sold  to  the  defendant  eannot  be  proved  by 
proving  its  general  market  value :  HM,  thai  the  olgeetion  was  frivolous.  There 
was  no  proof  of  any  express  eontract  as  to  the  priee  of  ale  sold  to  the  defendant, 
and  it  was  elearly  oompetent  to  show  the  market  value  of  the  artiele. 

Another  question  was  put  to  a  witness,  who  had  been  a  hook^k^tp^r  in  a  brewery 
over  four  years,  to  wii:  <*  Do  you  know  the  general  market  prioe  of  ale  and  beer 
in  the  oity  of  New  Tork  during  the  years  1860  and  1861 7»  whioh  was  objeoted 
to  OB  the  ground  thai  the  witasM  wM  a  book*kMper— h%d  nevw  bonglii  «  MM 
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ftle  or  beer,  and  never  aaw  any  bonght  or  sold,  and  was  therefore  ineompetoni 
to  testify  to  ita  valae :  Held,  that  the  witneBs  had  acted  aa  book-keeper  in  the 
breweries  of  the  city  for  over  four  years  and  was  necessarily  acquainted  with  the 
market  prieeof  beer  and  aioy  and  was  oompetent  to  testify  to  the  general  markei 
price  of  those  articles. 

The  defendant  was  sworn  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf,  and  was  asked  to  state 
whether  or  not  he  had  paid  for  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  plaintiff's  bill  of  par- 
tionlars.  The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  question  aa  tending  to  inquire  as  to  trana- 
actions  had  between  the  defendant  and  the  deceased,  concerning  which  he  waa 
ineompetent  to  testify;  the  answer  was  allowed,  reserving  the  right  to  the  plain- 
tiff to  move  to  strike  ont  the  testimony  if  improper.  The  defendant  answered 
that  he  had  paid  the  whole  bill  except  $30.  On  cross 'Cxaminatum  the  witneei 
answered  that  he  received  the  sixty  hogsheads  of  stock  ale  set  forth  in  the  bill 
of  particulars  (the  claim  In  tnit  for  $600)>  and  that  he  paid  Harrison  (deceased) 
himself  personally  for  them  in  his  own  store,  about  a  week  after  he  received 
them.  Held,  that  the  granting  of  the  plaintiff's  motion  to  strike  out  all  this 
testimony  of  the  defendant  was  not  error. 

The  general  rules  of  practice  requiring  a  written  notice  to  produce  papers,  htm 
reference  to  the  preliminary  preparations  for  trial.  The  reuon  of  the  rule  does 
not  apply  to  a  notice  given  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  court  while  the 
trial  is  in  progress  from  day  to  day. 

Therefore,  where  at  a  previous  bearing  before  the  referee,  the  plaintiff  had  given 
the  defendant  verbal  notice  to  produce  certain  bills  and  receipts,  or  that  parol 
evidence  of  their  contents  would  be  given :  Held,  that  such  notice  was  sufficient. 

This  action  is  brought  to  recover  a  balance  of  account 
alleged  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiff's  testator  for  a  large  quan- 
tity of  goods  and  merchandise  purchased  prior  to  the  third 
day  of  August,  1861.  The  plaintiflF's  bill  of  particulars 
shows  the  claim  to  be  for  a  balance  of  an  entire  account 
extending  through  a  period  of  four  months,  viz. :  April, 
May,  June  and  July,  1861.  The  defendant  claims  to  have 
paid  the  whole  amount  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  particulars, 
except  $20.  • 

The  case  was  referred  to  B.  O'Connor,  as  referee,  to 
hear  and  determine  the  case.  The  questions  to  be  reviewed 
arise  on  exceptions  taken  on  the  trial. 

Ika  D.  Warren,  for  appellant. 

I.  The  question  put  to  the  witness  Martin,  **  Do  yoa 
know  the  general  price  of  ale  at  the  brewery  in  1860  and 
18617''  wa«  improper. 
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There  was  no  evidence  of  the  sale  and  delivery  of  any 
ale  to  the  defendant.  The  **  general  price  of  ale  at  that 
brewery  in  1860  and  1861/'  is  not  evidence  of  the  market 
valne  of  ale  or  beer  alleged  to  have  been  purchased  in 
April,  May,  June  and  July,  1861.  It  might  have  been 
much  higher  during  other  periods  of  the  two  years  {Dana 
agt.  Fielder^  2  Kern.  40).  This  applies  to  the  next  ques- 
tion at  fbl.  28,  and  also  to  the  question  at  fol.  31.  The  price 
of  ale  and  beer  at  Harrison's  brewery,  is  not  evidence  of 
the  market  value  of  ale  and  beer  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
and  was  improperly  admitted.  It  is  certainly  improper  to 
inquire  the  market  price  at  a  particular  store  or  brewery. 

II.  The  question  put  to  the  witness  Soardman,  "  Do 
you  know  the  general  market  price  of  ale  and  beer  in  the 
city  of  New  York  during  the  years  1860  and  1861  ?"  was 
improper.  It  should  have  been  confined  to  the  months  of 
April,  May,  June  and  July,  1861,  when  the  beer  was  bought. 

The  next  question  at  fol.  S5,  was  also  improper.  The 
witness  was  a  book-keeper.  He  never  bought  or  sold  ale 
or  beer,  and  never  saw  any  bought  or  sold,  and  he  was 
incompetent  to  testify  to  its  value.  The  question  put  to 
the  witness  Kerr,  at  fol.  37,  was  improper,  for  the  reason 
before  stated.  The  beer  was  purchased  in  April,  May, 
June  and  July,  1861.  The  question  is,  what  was  its  value 
in  1860  and  1861,  including  a  period  of  two  years.  {Dana 
agt.  Fiedler,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  462 ;  Id.  2  Kern,  40 ;  Lamoure 
agt.  Caryl,  4  Denio,  370.)  • 

III.  The  plaintiff,  on  cross-examination  of  the  defendant, 
at  fol.  44,  proved  the  delivery  to  the  defendant  by  the 
plaintiff's  testator  of  sixty  hogsheads  of  stock  ale,  and 
then  proved  by  the  defendant  that  he  paid  the  plaintiff's 
testator  for  those  sixty  hogsheads.  The  plaintiff  then 
moved,  at  fol.  45,  to  strike  out  this  testimony,  which  the 
referee  did.  In  this  we  say  the  referee  erred.  The  plaintiff 
called  out  new  matter  to  charge  the  defendant  with  sixty 
kogsheada  of  stock  ale.    He  had  a  ri^t  to  discharge  him- 
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self  by  proving  payment,  the  plaintiff  having  called  it  out 
in  answer  to  a  direct  question.  The  plaintiff  went  on  and 
farther  cross-examined  this  witness,  and  then  moved  at  foL 
48,  to  strike  it  out,  which  the  referee  did.  In  this  the 
referee  also  erred.  "  A  party's  declarations  in  his  own  favor, 
though  generally  inadmissible,  are  evidence  in  his  favor 
when  called  out  by  his  opponent."  This  rule  should  be 
strictly  applied  in  a  case  like  this,  where  the  defendant 
cannot  be  a  witness  in  his  own  'behalf  unless  the  plaintiff 
chooses  to  call  him.  (Cotren  Sf  HUPs  Jfotes  to  Phillip's 
Eindence,  latter  part  of  note  117,  and  cases  cited  ;  1  Sterkie 
on  Evidence,  144,  145,  ^  27.) 

The  only  right  the  plaintiff  reserved  to  strike  out  the 
defendant's  testimony  was  to  the  question  at  fol.  40.  The 
remainder  of  the  examination  was  voluntary,  and  he  had 
no  right  to  strike  it  out. 

IV.  At  fol.  64,  the  plaintiff,  under  the  defendant's  objec- 
tion, was  allowed  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  bill  alleged  to 
have  been  left  with  the  defendant.  No  written  notice  to 
produce  the  bill  was  ever  given.  Where  a  notice  is  re- 
quired, it  must  be  a  written  notice  in  all  cases  {Code,  §  408). 
Had  the  notice  given  verbally  been  in  writing,  it  would  not 
have  been  sufficient.  It  calls  for  all  bills  and  receipts, 
without  specifying  any.  {Grimm  agt.  Hamel,  2  Wi.  434 ; 
Millard  agt.  Germer,  1  Sand.  50.) 

Y.  The  finding  of  the  referee  was  against  the  weight  of 
evidence.  The  vdtness  Magher,  swears  that  he  saw  the 
defendant  pay  Harrison  $580  for  stock  ale.  Terrence  Clark 
swears  that  he  was  present  and  saw  it.  The  defendant 
swears  that  he  owed  the  plaintiff,  as  such  executor,  only 
$20  at  the  time  this  suit  was  commenced.  Here  are  three 
witnesses,  entirely  unimpeached,  who  prove  that  $580  was 
paid  for  this  stock  ale,  which  pajrment  does  not  appear  in 
the  bill  of  particulars  (25  Jf.  Y.  363).  The  plaintiff,  on 
the  other  hand  undertakes  to  prove  the  defendant's  admia- 
aions  that  he  owed  $600,  by  Thomas  Wallace  and  George 
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Einnier.  Ejonier  swears  that  the  defendant  said  he  ''owed 
them  some  $600."  At  fols.  74  and  75,  be  attempts  three 
times  to  tell  what  the  defendant  said,  and  does  not  tell  it 
twice  alike.  Snch  testimony,  which  is  all  that  the  plain- 
tiff has,  as  against  positive  proof,  is  entitled  to  no  credit. 
In  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Harbis,  ''  it  is  so  easy,  too, 
by  the  slightest  mistake  or  failure  of  recollection,  totally 
to  pervert  the  meaning  of  the  party,  and  to  change  the 
effect  of  his  declarations,  that  all  experience  in  the  admin- 
istration of  justice  has  proved  it  to  be  the  most  dangerous 
kind  of  evidence  "  {Garrison  agt.  Jlkin,  2  Barb.  28).  The 
defendant  swears  he  told  these  witnesses  he  ''  formerly  " 
owed  Harrison  $600  {Thompsm  agt.  Monk,  22  How.  431). 
y  I.  This  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

H.  W.  Robinson,  for  respondent 

I.  The  complaint  alleged  the  sale  and  delivery  by  the 
testator  to  the  defendant  of  divers  large  quantities  of  goods 
and  merchandize,  consisting  of  ale  and  beer,  and  stock  ale, 
and  that  the  defendant  remained  indebted  therefor,  and  for 
a  balance  of  account  in  the  sum  of  six  hundred  dollars,  and 
had  promised  to  pay  the  same.  The  answer  admits  the 
sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods  referred  to,  and  alleges  for 
defence  to  the  cause  of  action  set  out  in  the  complaint,  that 
he  had  paid  the  testator  for  all  the  ale,  beer,  and  stock  ale 
he  had  ever  purchased,  except  a  small  balance  of  about 
twenty  dollars,  and  denies  that  he  was  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff  "for  balance  of  account  in  the  sum  of  six  hundred 
dollars,  or  that  he  ever  promised  to  pay  the  same." 

The  other  allegations  in  the  answer,  that  the  price  of 
the  goods  set  out  in  the  bill  of  particulars  was  more  than 
he  agreed  to  pay  the  testator,  and  his  denial  of  the  charges 
as  therein  stated  are  not  addressed  to  any  allegations  in 
the  complaint,  and  are  of  no  avail.  (Kreiss  agt.  Seligman^ 
8  Barb.,  440 ;  DOAU  agt.  KempshaU,  2  «//,  124.) 
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The  answer  was  evasive,  and  the  mere  denial  of  indebt- 
edness *'  in  the  sum  of  six  hundred  dollars/'  except  for  the 
defence  of  payment ,  constitated  no  denial,  but  that  the  bal- 
ance of  account  was  at  least  $599.99.  No  issue  is  made  by 
the  pleading  except  the  defence  of  payment. 

The  issues  and  judgment  are  entirely  to  be  regulated  by 
the  matters  alleged  and  proved.  {Field  agt.  The  Mayor^  fyc.^ 
2  SUd.,  124  ;   Texier  agt.  Gmin,  5  Duet,  392,) 

II.  As  to  the  defence  of  payment,  the  proof  before  the 
referee  abundantly  showed  the  incebtedness  of  the  defend- 
ant in  the  amount  claimed,  by  bis  repeated  promises  to 
pay. 

.    Testimony  of  John  Boyd,  fol.  33. 

do  do  Thomas  Wallace,  fols.  64  to  69. 

do  do  Georgr  Kinnier,  fols.  72  to  76. 

And  the  entire  question  presented  to  the  referee  being 
one  of  fact,  his  conclusion  upon  conflicting  evidence  is  not 
the  subject  of  review  in  this  court. 

III.  But  if  in  any  view,  the  affirmative  rested  with  the 
respondent,  to  establish  the  account  to  the  extent  claimed, 
the  exceptions  taken  by  the  appellant  were  frivolous. 

As  to  the  exception  at  folio  27,  the  question  whether  or 
not  the  witness  Martin,  *'knew  the  price  of  ale  at  the 
brewery  in  1860  and  1861?"  was  merely  preliminary  to 
other  proof,  and  his  knowledge  or  want  of  knowledge  on 
the  subject  might  have  been  immaterial,  unless  the  appel- 
lant could  also  be  charged  with  acts  or  knowledge  in  rela- 
tion to  the  subject  inquired  of.  The  question  was  not 
objected  to  on  that  ground,  and  no  objection  was  made  to 
the  subsequent  statement  by  the  witness  of  the  principal 
fact,  or  that  it  was  too  general  as  to  time. 

As  to  the  exceptions  at  fols.  32  and  38,  the  same  answer 
will  apply. 

As  to  the  exceptions  at  folios  45  and  48,  it  appears  that 
the  witness  testified  on  his  own  behalf  at  folio  40,  to  hav- 
ing paid  for  the  goods ;  the  objection  was  then  taken  by 
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respondent's  counsel,  that  he  was  incompetent  to  testify  as 
to  transactioiis  had  personally  between  himself  and  the 
testator;  the  referee  allowed  the  answer,  but  reserved  to 
respondent's  counsel  the  right  to  move  to  strike  out  such 
testimony  when  it  should  appear  that  it  was  a  *'  transac- 
tion perscnaUy  between  the  deceased  person  (testator),  and 
the  witness"  {Coief  ^  399).  When  this  fitct  was  elicited  on 
cross-examination,  the  inadmissibility  of  the  testimony 
given  on  direct-examination  beciraie  apparent,  and  was 
properly  stricken  out. 

As  to  the  exception  at  fol.  65,  to  secondary  evidence  of 
the  contents  of  a  bill  rendered  the  appellant,  notice  had 
been  verbally  given  on  a  previous  meeting  before  the  referee 
to  produce  all  bills  rendered  relating  to  the  ale  in  contro> 
versy. 

The  general  rule  of  practice,  requiring  a  written  notice 
to  produce  papers,  has  reference  to  the  preliminary  pre* 
parations  for  trial.  The  reason  for  the  rule  does  not  apply 
to  a  notice  given  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  court, 
while  the  trial  is  in  progress  from  day  to  day,  and  the 
materiality  and  pertinency  of  the  document  is  apparent, 
and  each  party  is  at  least  presumed  to  have  present  all 
papers  bearing  on  the  case.  The  notice  referred  to  in 
section  408  of  the  Code,  has  only  reference  to  notices 
required  by  its  provisions. 

No  objection  was  made  that  the  notice  was  not  suffi- 
ciently specific.  The  practice  of  giving  such  notices,  uni- 
versally prevails  at  the  circuit. 

IV.  The  judgment  should  be  affirmed  with  costs,  an4 
damages  for  the  delay. 

WniGHT,  J.  The  answer  of  the  defendant  admitted  the 
purchase  from  the  plaintiff's  testator  of  the  ale,  beer  and 
stock  ale  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  and  in  the  bill  of 
particulars  famished  by  the  plaintiff,  but  alleges  that  he 
had  paid  the  deceased  in  his  life  time  for  all  the  s^me^ 

vo^,  xxvm,  3 
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except  a  balance  of  about  twenty  dollars.  No  issue  was 
raised  by  the  pleadings  except  the  single  one  of  payment. 
The  allegation  in  the  answer  that  the  price  of  the  goods 
set  out  in  the  bill  of  particulars,  was  more  than  the  defend- 
ant agreed  to  pay  the  testator,  and  his  denial  of  the  charges 
as  therein  stated,  are  not  addressed  to  any  allegations  in 
the  complaint,  and  are  of  no  avail.  Upon  the  question  of 
payment  there  was  a  preponderance  of  proof  against 
the  defendant.  At  least  it  was  #t  fair  question  pre- 
sented to  the  referee  upon  conflicting  evidence,  whether 
the  defendant  was  indebted  in  the  amount  claimed  of 
$600,  or  as  admitted  by  himself,  in  the  sum  of  twenty 
dollars.  The  referee  found  the  indebtedness  to  be  $600, 
and  his  conclusion  upon  that  question  of  fact  is  not  the  sub- 
ject of  review  in  this  court.  Various  objections  were 
interposed  on  the  trial  to  questions  propounded  to  the 
plaintiff's  witnesses,  which  will  be  briefly  noticed.  One 
Martin,  a  brewer,  who  was  in  the  employ  of  the  deceased 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  had  been  for  six  or  seven 
years  prior  thereto;  who  made  sales  and  collections  for 
deceased,  who  knew  of  the  defendant's  purchasing  ale  and 
who  was  acquainted  with  the  prices  of  Harrison's  ale  in 
1860  and  1861,  was  asked  the  question,  "  Did  you  know 
the  general  price  of  ale  at  the  brewery  in  1860  and  1861?'' 
The  question  was  objected  to,  as  being  too  general  and  as 
incompetent  and  improper.  No  objection  was  made  to  the 
subsequent  statement  of  the  witness  as  to  the  principal 
fact  or  that  it  was  too  general  as  to  time.  The  exception 
was  not  available  The  question  was  proper  enough  in 
itself.  The  ground  of  the  objection  was  that  it  was  too 
general,  meaning  that  the  inquiry  as  to  time  extended  over 
too  great  a  period  of  time ;  but  it  was  not  shown  or  even 
Btiggested,  that  the  price  varied  during  the  time,  two  years ; 
and  this  answer  to  which  no  objection  was  taken  showed 
that  it  was  the  same  for  1860  and  1861.  It  is  now  claimed 
that  there  was  no  evidence  of  sale  and  delivery  of  any  ale 
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to  the  defendant,  but  this  ground  was  not  urged  on  the 
trial.  It  wonld  indeed  have  availed  nothing  if  it  had  been. 
It  was  substantially  admitted  hj  the  pleadings,  that  Har- 
rison in  his  life  time  and  before  the  3d  day  of  August  1861, 
sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  divers  large  quantities 
of  ale,  and  beer  and  stock  ale.  A  further  question  was  put 
to  the  same  witness,  viz :  '*  Did  you  know  the  general 
market  value  of  ale  and  beer  during  those  periods?"  The 
ground  of  objection  to  this  question  was  that  the  price  of 
ale  sold  to  the  defendant  cannot  be  proved  by  proving  its 
general  market  value.  The  objection  was  frivolous.  It 
would  have  been  equally  so,  had  it  been  made  to  the  answer 
elicited.  There  was  no  proof  of  any  express  contract  as  to 
the  price  of  the  ale  sold  to  the  defendant,  and  it  was  dearly 
competent  to  show  the  market  value  of  the  articles.  The 
same  answers  will  apply  to  a  similar  question  put  to  the 
plaintiff  Eerr.  A  witness  named  Boyd,  who  was  a  brewer, 
and  who  was  in  the  employ  of  Harrison  in  May  1861,  made 
sales,  and  having  the  general  superintendence  of  the  bust- 
ness  was  asked,  '*  Did  you  know  the  general  price  of  ale 
and  beer  at  Wm.  Harrison's  brewery  during  May  1861, 
while  you  were  there?"  The  objection  here  was  that  the 
price  of  ale  sold  to  the  defendant  cannot  be  proved  by 
proving  the  general  price  at  that  brewery.  The  answer 
was  not  objected  to.  The  question  was  not  improper  for 
the  reason  assigned.  It  was  merely  preliminary  to  other 
points,  and  the  witness's  knowledge  or  want  of  knowledge 
on  this  subject  might  have  been  immaterial  unless  the 
defendant  could  also  be  charged  with  act  or  knowledge  in 
relation  to  the  subject  inquired  of.  The  question  was  not 
objected  to  on  this  ground,  and  no  objection  was  made  to 
the  answer  of  the  witness.  A  witness  named  Boardman^ 
testified  that  he  had  been  a  book-keeper  in  a  brewery  over 
four  years,  a  part  of  the  time  in  Harrison's  brewery,  and 
knew  of  the  defendant's  purchasing  ale  of  Harrison.  He 
was  asked,  <*  Do  you  ki)ow  the  general  market  price  of  ale 
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and  bee^  in  the  city  of  New  York  during  the  yeiars  1860 
und  1861  ?"  The  question  was  objected  to  by  the  defend- 
ant on  the  gronnd  that  the  witness  was  not  competent  to 
testify  to  the  market  value.  Here  again  the  exception  was 
pdnted  to  the  question  whether  the  witness  had  knowledge 
of  the  general  market  price.  He  had  acted  as  a  book«> 
keeper  in  the  breweries  of  the  city  for  over  fonr  years,  and 
was  necessarily  acquainted  with  the  market  price  of  beer 
tad  ale. 

The  defendant  was  sworn  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf. 
The  bill  of  particulars  furnished  by  the  plaintiff  was  placed 
in  his  hakids,  he  was  ashed  to  stat^  whether  or  not  he  had 
paid  for  the  goods  therein  mentioned.  In  the  bill  there 
was  a  dbarge  under  the  dates  of  18th  and  20th  May,  1861^ 
<^f  sixty  hogsheads  of  stock  ale  at  $10  per  hogshead^ 
amounting  to  $600.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  objected  to 
the  question  as  tending  to  inquire  of  the  witness,  who  is 
party  defendant,  as  to  transactions  had  between  himself 
andthedeoeaeed,  conciamiDg  which  the  witness  was  incom- 
petent to  testify. 

The  referee  decided  to  hear  the  abswer,  reserving  the 
right  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  strike  out  the  testimony 
if  ittiproper.  The  defendant  answered  that  he  had  paid 
the  whole  of  the  bill  except  twenty  dollars.  On  cross* 
examination  the  witness  answered  that  he  received  the 
sixty  hogsheads  of  stock  ale^  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  par* 
ticulars,  and  that  he  paid  Harrison  himself  personally  for 
them  in  his  own  storey  about  a  week  after  he  received 
them.  The  motion  was  then  made  to  strike  out  all  the 
testimony  of  the  witness  relating  to  transactions  he  had 
perscmally  with  the  deoeatod,  which  was  granted.  This 
was  not  error. 

The  Code  provides  that  a  party  to  an  action  may  be 
exaipined  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf,  except  as  against 
parties  who  are  representatives  of  a  deceased  person,  in 
respect  to  any  transactions  had  personally  between  the 
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deceased  person  and  the  witness  (Code,  §  395.)  The  wit- 
ness was  inquired  of  whether  he  had  paid  for  the  goods 
mentioned  in  the  bill  of  partioolars*  There  was  nothing 
in  the  question  indicating  a  transaction  had  personally  W 
tween  the  defendant  and  the  deceased,  and  the  testimony 
was  allowed  to  be  taken,  reserving  to  the  plaintiff  the 
right  to  move  to  strike  it  out  if  not  approved.  The  an** 
swer  of  the  witness,  that  he  had  paid  for  all  the  goods, 
except  twenty  dollars,  showed  no  transaction  had  between 
tiie  witness  and  the  testator.  But,  when  the  oro8s-ex.ami- 
nation  elicited  the  fact  that  the  witness,  on  his  direct  ex- 
amination, as  to  payments,  had  been  speaking  of  transac- 
tions had  by  himself  personally  with  the  deceased,  the  in- 
admissibility of  the  testimony  given  on  the  direct  examitt- 
ation  becomes  apparent  and  was  properly  stricken  out; 
The  defendant's  counsel  does  not  claim  that  the  testimony 
of  the  defendant,  in  respect  to  a  transaction  personally 
between  Harrison  and  the  witness,  is  admissible,  bnt  in^ 
mats  that  the  plaintiff,  on  cross-examination,  called  out 
new  matter  to  charge  the  defendant  -mih  sixty  hogsheads 
of  stock  ale,  and  that  he  had  the  right  to  discharge  him* 
self  by  proving  payment,  the  plaintiff  having  called  it  out 
in  answer  to  a  direot  question.  But  the  plaintiff  called 
out  no  new  matter.  The  sixty  hogsheads  of  stock  ale 
formed  part  of  the  goods  which,  on  direct  examination, 
the  witness  testiied  that  he  had  paid  for ;  so  that  his  at* 
tention  was  properly  called  to  that  item  on  cross-exaxaina>> 
tion ;  and  it  then  appears  thM  the  payments  he  had  xnen- 
iioned  were  transactions  had  personally  by  himself  with 
the  deceased,  the  motion  to  strike  out  was  properly  made 
and  granted.  Indeed,  if  it  had  been  improperly  granted, 
it  would  not  necessarily  have  followed  that  there  should 
be  a  new  trial.  It  fully  appears  from  the  ease  that  the 
only  item  in  the  controversy  was  the  sixty  l^ogsheadisi  of 
stock  ale,  valued  at  $600.  It  was  conceded  that  the  aie 
had  beNsn  reoeived  by  the  defendant,  he  claiming  that  |58d 
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had  been  paid  thereon,  whilst  the  administrator  claimed 
the  whole  amount  to  be  due.  The  defendant  was  allowed 
to  testify  that  he  owed  the  estate  of  Harrison  twenty  dol- 
lars for  stock  ale,  and  no  more,  and  generally  that  all  he 
owed  the  estate  was  twenty  dollars.  So  that  the  defend- 
ant  had  the  ftdl  benefit  of  the  testimony  stricken  out  on 
motion  in  the  early  stage  of  the  trial. 

A  witness  testified  that  he  was  in  Harrison's  employ  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  and  was  also  employed  by  the  ezec- 
ntor  after  his  death.  That  he  presented  a  bill  to  the  de- 
fendant after  Harrison's  death,  and  left  it  with  him.  The 
plainti£f 's  counsel  called  for  the  production  of  the  bill,  and 
the  defendant  stated  that  he  had  not  the  bill  present.  The 
witness  was  then  asked,  ^*  For  what  and  for  what  amount 
was  that  debt?" 

This  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant,  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  no  notice  to  produce  the  bill,  and  that  the 
contents  cannot  be  proved  by  parol.  The  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  showed  that  at  a  previous  meeting  before  the  re- 
feree, on  the  reference  he  had  given  the  defendant  verbal 
notice  to  produce  all  bills  rendered  and  receipts  given  to 
the  defendant,  relating  to  the  ale  in  controversy,  or  that 
parol  evidence  of  their  contents  would  be  given ;  the  ob- 
jection was  overruled  and  the  defendant  excepted. 

This  ruling  is  now  claimed  to  be  erroneous,  on  the 
grounds :  1st.  That  the  notice  was  verbal,  a  written  notice 
being  required  by  the  Code  in  all  cases.  2d.  That  the  no- 
tice given  was  not  sufficiently  specific.  On  neither  ground 
is  the  exception  available.  The  notice  referred  to  in 
§  408  of  the  Code  has  only  reference  to  notices  required 
by  its  provisions ;  and  no  objection  was  made  on  the  trial 
that  the  notice  given  was  not  sufficiently  specific. 

The  general  rule  of  practice  requiring  a  written  notice 
to  produce  papers  has  reference  to  the  preliminary  prepa- 
rations for  trial.  The  reason  of  the  rule  does  not  apply  to 
a  notice  given  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  court 
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while  the  trial  is  in  progreBs,  from  day  to  daj,  and  the 
materiality  and  pertinency  of  the  docnment  is  apparent, 
and  each  party  is  at  least  presumed  to  have  present  all 
papers  bearing  on  the  case. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  no  legal  error  was  committed  by 
the  referee  to  the  prejudice  of  the  defendant,  and  the  judg- 
ment should  be  affirmed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
John  Heintz  agt.  John  Dellingeb. 

Wh«N  in  an  aetlon  for  tr$tpM$  on  land,  the  metM  uid  bounds  of  the  prendiM 
eUumed  to  be  owned  by  the  plftintiif  are  set  ontin  the  oomplaint,  and  the  defend- 
ant, in  his  answer,  admits  that  the  plaintiif  is  the  owner  of  the  premises  thus 
desetibed,  but  denies  that  the  aUeged  trespass  is  upon  snoh  premisss;  the  issue  on 
the  trial  is  one  of  loeaHony  depending  upon  the  aoouraoy  of  measurement,  and 
does  not  iuTolTe  the  question  qf  HtU, 

Erie  Social  Term,  October,  1864. 

This  is  an  application  for  a  certificate  of  the  conrt  show- 
ing that  title  to  land  came  in  qnestion  on  the  trial  of  this 
cause  {Codej  §  304,  sub.  1).  The  trial  took  place  at  the 
circnit  conrt  in  Genesee  connty,  in  June,  1864.  In  the 
complaint,  the  plaintiff  set  forth  by  metes  and  bounds,  a 
description  of  certain  real  estate,  which  he  claimed  to  own, 
and  on  which  it  was  alleged  the  defendant  had  trespassed. 
The  defendant  in  his  answer  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  was 
the  owner  of  the  property  thus  described.  Upon  the  trial 
it  appeared  that  the  parties  were  occupants  of  adjoining 
lots  in  the  village  of  Batavia,  and  the  trespass  complained 
of  consisted  in  the  erection  of  a  wooden  addition  to  the 
defendant's  building,  made  upon  the  rear  of  the  lot  occu- 
pied by  him.  The  plaintiff  claimed  that  it  extended  over 
upon  the  land  described  in  the  complaint,  which  the  defend- 
ant denied.     Aside  from  the  question  of  damages,  that  was 
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the  iasae  presented  and  tried  at  the  oiroait.  The  jurj 
decided  it  in  favor  of  the  plaintifl^  but  rendered  their  ver- 
dict for  less  than  fifty  dollars  damages. 

M.  F.  BoBEKTscKir,  for  jUMiff. 
Oeo*  Bow£H,  /or  defendamL 

Daniels,  J.  The  evidence  before  the  conrt  and  jury 
npon  that  qnestion  consisted  chiefly  of  measurements  of 
certain  distances.  By  those  made  and  proven  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant's  addition  was  shown  to 
extend  over  upon  the  premises  described  in  the  complaint, 
while  those  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  excluded  it  from 
them.  The  question  became,  therefore,  one  of  location 
solely,  depending  upon  the  aeouracy  of  the  reepective  meas- 
urements. If  those  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff  were  cor- 
rect, the  effect  of  the  defendant's  answer  was  to  admit  that 
the  addition  was  over  upon  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  it  con- 
sequently followed  that  the  trespass  had  been  committed. 
If  they  were  not  correct,  and  those  relied  upon  by  the 
defendant  were,  then  it  became  entirely  immaterial  upon 
whose  land  he  had  built,  for  the  plaintiff  had  no  cause  of 
complaint  on  account  of  it.  The  question  thus  presented 
and  litigated,  was,  therefore,  not  one  of  title,  but  merely 
one  of  location,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether 
the  piece  of  land  on  which  it  was  claimed  the  defendant 
had  trespassed,  was  a  portion  of  that  which  he  admitted 
was  owned  by  the  plaintiff.  That  brought  tiie  controversy 
to  one  which  concerned  the  possession  only.  For  when  it 
was  satisfactorily  shown  to  be  a  part  of  that  described  in 
the  complaint,  it  followed  that  it  was  in  the  plaintiff's  pos- 
session at  the  time  of  the  trespass.  If  the  lines  of  the 
land  are  properly  laid  as  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  the  title 
which  the  defendant's  answer  admitted,  drew  after  it  a  con- 
structive possession  {Dewty  agt.  BordweU,  9  Wend.  66). 
The  production  of  the  plaintiff  ^s  deed  could  make  no  differ- 
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ence,  for  it  would  be  of  no  use  as  evidence  where  the  title 
and  desoription  were  frilly  ascertained  bj  the  pleadings. 

In  EUe  agt  Quackenbass  (6  Hilly  5S9),  this  conrt  held  that 
the  term  "  title,"  as  nsed  in  the  statute  nnder  considera- 
tion, is  liimted  to  the  right  of  possession.  In  this  ease  the 
inquiry  was  as  to  the  fact,  not  the  right  of  possession. 
For  when  the  fact  was  ascertained  to  be  as  the  plaintiff 
alleged  it,  the  right  stood  admitted.  {Idem,  540;  see  also 
Ford  agt.  Sampson,  17  How.  447.) 

The  application  made  must  be  denied. 


-♦4- 


COUBT  OF  APPEALS. 

Turn  British  CavmBftciAL  Lm  Ivsueaiicb  Compavt  agt. 
Tm  CoMMisaioKSBs  ov  Taz^  and  Asssmmsnts  voe  the 
City  awd  County  of  New  Yoiot. 

li  if  Miiled  hy  tb«  deeiiSon  of  the  Unltea  Stetei  Govt  U  the  mn  of  Th0  PiOf^ 
$x  rel.  Bank  qf  CammerM  agt.  Commiiaioners  qf  Tasei  qf  New  York  (25  How. 
fr.  it.  9,)  tii&ft  tlt6dk8  qfthe  VwUsd  Stgh$,  m  exempt  firom  §ieii$  l«r«Mefi. 

Iheftoci  <^ti0»*$$mmi$»  tot  Htm  p«poet<ef  twetfon  9iuf9rHpk9prpar4M9m  Mag 
Voeiiiefli  in  this  itotOy  ia  where  the  operations  of  the  oorporation  aie  earried  one— 
not  at  the  reiidenoe  of  the  eomptroUer  of  the  state,  who  has  charge  of  the  seea- 
ffitiee  deposited  1^  saeh  eefporation  onder  the  statata. 

C&rporatioMj  are  to  be  ineladed  aader  the  geneii^  temi  «'pin9M>*'  In  regard  to 
their  liablity  to  taxation  in  the  plaoe  where  they  oarry  on  their  bnsineBS. 

Aforagn  tarporationy  (Britidi  oommeroial  life  intnranee  company)  doing  bnsiness 
in  tUa  stale,  is  liable  to  be  »a«i4  i9<m  <*•  ]^«iN<«  ^T  <*<»  <^«--^^^ 
of  3iifiJo*-deposited  with  the  oemptroUer  of  this  state,  nnder  the  stotnte  pro- 
Tided  for  that  purpoBC.  Such  bonds  are  included  nnder  the  term  persaiuU  $9tai€ 
as  nsed  in  thasUtnte;  and  they  nmsl  be  eeniidsnd  <<^#pMr«y  inv$at$a  in  w^f 
^  to  lAe  MisiMSS  loMeh  tftsy  oorry  0A,»  nnder  the  statute  ef  1855. 


SeptenrJber  Term,  1864. 

The  relators  ftre  a  corporation,  incorporated  by  act  of 
parliament  of  the  united  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland,  passed  in  1821,  and  authorized  bj  their  charter  to 
make  insurance  on  lives.    They  haye  never  been  indorpo- 
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rated  in  this  state,  but  have  twenty-eight  agencies  here 
for  the  purpose  of  receiving  applications  for  insurance* 

The  agents  receive  applications  for  insurance,  and,  upon 
approval  of  the  risks  bj  the  directors  in  England,  the  poli- 
cies are  there  made  out  and  transmitted  to  the  agents  here, 
who  transmit  to  the  company  the  premiums  received  by 
them.     The  losses  are  paid  through  the  agents. 

The  relators  deposited  with  the  comptroller  of  this 
state,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  24, 
1853,  the  sum  of  $100,000,  consisting  of  $50,000  of  the 
bonds  of  the  city  of  Buffalo,  and  $50,000  of  the  public 
stocks  of  the  United  States  of  America.  {Laws  1853,  pp* 
888,  889,  ^^6,  1,pp.  1029,  1030,  and  pp.  893,  894,  ^15.) 

On  the  27th  of  February,  1855,  an  act  was  passed  pro- 
viding for  the  assessment  and  taxation  of  all  persons  and 
associations  not  residents  of  this  state,  doing  business  in 
this  state,  '*  on  all  sums  invested  in  any  manner  in  said 
business,  the  same  as  if  they  were  residents  of  this  state,'' 
&0.    {Laws  of  1855,  p.  44.) 

The  deputy  tax  commissioners  for  the  year  1857-8, 
under  the  direction  of  the  commissioners  of  taxes  and 
assessments,  within  the  time  required  by  law,  assessed  the 
personal  property  of  the  relators  at  $100,000.  {Vol*  2, 
Laws  of  1857,  pp.  498,  499,  ^  10.) 

The  principal  office  or  agency  of  the  relators  is  in  the 
first  ward  of  the  city  of  New  York. 

Application  was  made  to  the  commissioners  to  strike 
out  said  assessment,  which  was  denied.  The  relators 
obtained  a  certiorari  under  section  24  of  the  act  of  April 
16,  1857.  Defendants  made  return  to  the  writ.  {Laws  of 
1857,  vol.  2,  p.  503.) 

Judgment  was  rendered  at  the  special  term  of  the 
supreme  court,  reversing  the  proceedings  of  the  commis- 
sioners as  to  the  $50,000  of  the  United  States  stock,  and 
affirming  the  assessment  in  respect  to  the  $50,000  of  Buf- 
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falo  city  bonds.  The  general  term  affinned  the  decision 
of  the  special  term.  Both  parties  have  appealed  to  this 
court. 

Charles  A.  BjLTALLOf  for  plaint^s* 

I.  The  assessment  in  question  is  invalid,  unless  the  au- 
thority to  impose  it  can  be  found  in  the  act  of  Feb.  27, 
1855,  which  is  in  the  following  words : 

§  1.  '*  All  persons  and  associations  doing  business  in  the 
State  of  New  York  as  merchants,  bankers,  or  otherwise, 
either  as  principals  or  partners,  whether  special  or  other- 
wise, and  not  residents  of  this  state,  shall  be  assessed  and 
taxed  on  all  sums  invested  in  any  manner  in  said  business, 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  were  residents  of  this  state; 
and  said  taxes  shall  be  collected  from  the  property  of  the 
firms,  persons  or  associations  to  which  they  severally  be* 
long."  {Sesrian  Laws  of  1855,  chap.  37 ;  1  iL  5.  5/A  ei.  j». 
905,  ^  2.) 

1.  At  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1855,  the  per- 
sonal property  of  foreign  corporations  was  exempt  from 
taxation. 

(a)  Bjl  R.  S.  {5th  ed),  p.  906,  see.  5,  {Part  1,  chap.  13, 
tii.  1,)  it  is  enacted  that,  '*  The  following  jvoperty  shall  be 
exempt  from  taxation :" 

Sub.  7.  The  personal  property  of  every  incorporated 
company  not  made  liable  to  taxation  on  its  capital  in  the 
4th  title  of  this  chapter. 

(»)  Title  4  of  chap.  13  (1  JR.  S.  5th  ed.  p.  944),  contains 
no  provisions  applicable  to  foreign  corporations. 

It  cannot  be  contended  that  the  legislature  intended 
chapter  4  to  apply  to  foreign  corporations.  If  it  did,  the 
entire  capital  of  this  company,  which  is  situated  in  Eng- 
land, and  consists  of  several  millions,  and  the  capital  of 
every  corporation  in  the  world,  would  be  liable  to  taxation 
in  this  state. 
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2.  There  wia  no  manner  provided  for  assessing  a  non- 
resident or  a  foreign  corporation  in  respect  of  personal 
property  situated  in  this  state. 

(a)  "  Persons"  could  only  be  assessed  in  the  towns  or 
wards  where  they  resided. 

(i)  Corporations  liable  to  taxation  npon  their  capital, 
were  to  be  assessed  in  the  towns  ot  wards  of  their  princi- 
pal office,  Ac. 

There  was  no  provision  for  the  assessment  of  corpora- 
tions other  than  those  liable  to  taxation  npon  their  capital 
(See  1  R.  S.  p.  908,  6th  ei).  Mem.  In  ^  5  the  word  "  of 
is  misprinted  *<  or,"  aa  wiU  appear  by  reference  to  the  sesr 
aion  laws  and  to  the  opinion  of  Ch.  J.  GoMSXoeK  in  the 
oaae  of  Sbyt. 

3.  Statutes  were  in  force  at  that  time  expressly  pro- 
viding for  the  tazatbn  of  foreign  insurance  companies,  and 
•establishing  the  manner  of  such  taxation ;  i.  e.,  by  requir- 
ipg  them  to  pay  a  percentage  on  the  premiums  earned 
here.  {Laws  of  1824,  chap.  277;  Id.  1827,  1  IL  S.  974; 
Id.  1829,  chap.  SS6;  U.  1837,  cheqK  SO;  Id.  1849,  chap. 
178.) 

II.  The  act  of  1855  does  not  authorize  the  assessment  in 
question. 

It  does  not  in  terms  apply^  nor  can  it  be  inferred  that  it 
was  intended  to  apply,  to  foreign  corporations. 

It  was  intended  to  meet  the  oase  of  natural  persons,  con- 
oemed  in  partnersbipa  or  nninoorporated  associations!  who 
personally  transacted  their  business  and  managed  their 
capital  in  this  state,  under  the  protection  of  its  laws,  while 
residing  beyond  its  limits,  and  thus  evaded  taxation. 

1.  It  does  not  mention  ^^  foreign  corporations,"  although 
those  are  words  of  great  frequency  in  our  statutes. 

2.  It  is,  apparently  with  care,  ccmfined  to  *'  persons," 
and  *' associations." 

(a)  The  term  "  persons"  when  used  in  the  statutes  of 
this  state,  does  not,  in  general,  include  corporations,  other- 
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the  legislature  would  not  have  considered  it  necessary 
to  enact  special  provisions,  declaring  in  what  cases  the 
term  "  persons"  sfaiJl  be  deemed  td  include  corporations, 
as  in  the  following  instances :  it.  5.,  part  4,  ^Aap.  l^yjUile  7, 
^40  (iR.8.6th  ed.  p.  990,  §  46) ;  it  is  enacted  that  the 
tenn  ^'  person,"  when  used  in  that  chapter,  shall  be  con* 
Stmed  to  indude  public  and  private  corporations. 

By  the  acts  in  relation  to  unauthorized  banking  (2  R.  S*f 
Uk  4d.  f.  981),  ^  persons "  are  prohibited  from  becoming 
members  of  companies  formed,  or  to  be  formed,  for  the 
p<Hrpose  of  unauthorized  banking.  Incorporated  compa- 
nfes  ta^  pt^ehibited  from  employing  their  effects  in  such 
bniness.  The  terms  person,  association  of  persons,  body 
cotporate,  Ac.,  are  used  as  having  different  significations. 

The  statutes  relating  to  proceedings  against  non«residents 
and  foreign  corporations  recognize  the  distinction  between 
them« 

The  statutes  in  relation  to  insurances  (2  R.  S.  Sth  edr 
pp.  983,  984),  separately  enumerate  "person,"  "association" 
and  "incorporation  established  in  a  foreign  country." 

The  distinction  between  these  terms  is  especially  oV 
servable  in  the  laws  relating  to  taxation.  By  the  act  of 
1857,  ch.  176  (1  R.  8.  5th  td.  p.  908),  every  "person" 
shall  be  assessed  in  respect  of  his  personal  property  in  the 
town  or  ward  where  he  resides. 

All  the  personal  estate  of  every  "  incorporated' company 
liable  to  taxation  on  its  capital "  shall  be  assessed  in  the 
town  or  ward  where  its  principal  ofiSce,  Ac,  shall  be.  1 
R.  S.  {5th  ed.  p.  912, 1857),  section  23,  declares  that  the  term 
"  person  "  or  "  persons,"  when  used  in  certain  sections  of 
the  law  relating  to  taxation  shall  be  construed  to  include 
Corporations  ("  expressio  unius^  exclusio  nftcritw"). 

The  term  "  association"  does  not  describe  a  corpomtiou, 
unless  the  term  "incorporation  "  be  added  to  it.  It  means 
only  persons  who  are  associated  together.  A  corporation 
is  a  unit,  a  being  created  by  the  law,  known  by  a  particu^ 
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lar  name,  deriving  its  powers  and  attributes  from  the  law 
which  creates  it,  and  not  from  the  persons  who  are  corpo- 
rators, and  liable  to  be  proceeded  against,  under  laws 
expressly  applicable  to  corporations* 

A  mere  association,  on  the  contrary,  derives  its  powers 
from  the  individuals  who  compose  it.  Associations  and 
corporations  are  totally  distinct  from  each  other  in  their 
origin,  constitution  and  characteristics. 

3.  The  context  of  the  act  shows  that  it  was  not  intended 
to  apply,  and  is  not  applicable,  to  corporations. 

(a)  *'  Doing  business  as  principals,  or  partners.''  Doing 
business  as  a  principal  excludes  the  idea  of  any  agency. 
That  term  applies  evidently  to  natural  persons  transacting 
their  own  business.  Doing  business  as  partners  also  ap- 
plies to  individuals  only. 

(6)  '*  Not  residents  of  this  state."  The  term  residence 
is  not  applicable  to  corporations,  except  when  the  question 
of  citizenship  arises.  In  the  tax  laws  it  has  no  such  appli- 
cation. 

(c)  The  manner  indicated  in  the  act  of  1855,  for  assess- 
ing the  taxes  authorized  by  that  act,  shows  that  that  act 
was  not  intended  to  be  applicable  to  corporations.  *'  They 
shall  be  assessed  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  were  resi- 
dents of  this  state  " — not  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they 
were  corporations  created  under  the  laws  of  this  state. 

Under  the  tax  laws,  as  revised  in  1813  (2  R.  L.  509, 
^§  1  and  2),  all  personal  estate  of  persons  residing  in  this 
state  was  taxable. 

It  was  never  held  that  corporations  were  taxable  under 
that  provision. 

(d)  The  provisions  as  to  the  place  of  taxation  shows  that 
the  term  '' residence,"  when  used  in  the  tax  laws,  is  not 
deemed  applicable  to  corporations.  *' Individuals  "  are 
taxable  in  the  town  or  ward  where  they  reside ;  "  corpora- 
tions liable  to  taxation  on  their  capital "  in  the  town  or 
ward  where  their  principal  office,  <bc.,  is  situatedr 
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UL  The  absence  of  any  reference  in  the  act  of  1855,  to 
the  then  existing  laws  in  regard  to  the  taxation  of  foreign 
fire  and  marine  insurance  companies,  shows  that  the  act 
was  not  intended  to  apply  to  those  companies,  or  to  change 
the  existing  laws  respecting  them. 

lY.  If  the  act  of  1855  applied  to  the  plaintiffs  it  applied 
to  all  foreign  corporations,  including  fire  and  marine  insur- 
ance companies,  and  subjected  them  to  a  double  tax. 

This  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  been  the  intention  of 
the  legislature. 

y .  The  taxation  of  insurance  companies  incorporated  in 
foreign  countries,  having  been  already  regulated  by  specific 
laws,  which  were  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  1855,  that  subject,  in  the  absence  of  any  repeal  of 
those  special  regulations,  cannot  be  deemed  to  have  been 
embraced  in  the  general  terms  employed  in  the  act  of 
1855,  especially  when  the  terms  so  employed  are  not,  in 
their  common  and  ordinary  sense,  applicable  to  such  com- 
panies. 

YL  The  acts  of  1857  and  1858,  regulating  the  taxation 
of  foreign  insurance  companies,  exclude  the  idea  that  the 
act  of  1855  applied  to  such  companies,  and  show  that  the 
legislature  deemed  the  separate  system  of  taxation  estab- 
lished in  respect  to  such  companies  as  still  continuing. 

YIL  The  provisions  of  the  act  of  1867,  last  referred  to, 
restrict  the  right  to  tax  the  assets  of  foreign  corporations 
to  cases  where  they  have  not  less  than  $300,000,  invested 
in  this  state.  This  amount  is,  by  the  amendment  of  1858, 
reduced  to  $150,000,  and  it  is  provided  that  when  the 
assets  are  below  that  amount,  the  only  tax  which  can  be 
imposed  is  two  per  cent  upon  premiums. 

The  case  before  the  court  does  not  come  within  any  of 
those  provisions. 

YIU.  The  case  before  the  court  is  not  one  of  those  at 
which  the  act  of  1855  was  aimed.  The  object  of  that  act 
was  to  reach  individuals  transacting  their  own  business  10 
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this  state,  and  having  their  residences  outside  of  its  limits. 
This  appears  from  the  language  of  the  act,  which  declares 
that  they  shall  be  taxed  '*  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they 
were  residents  of  this  state." 

The  subject  of  taxing  corporations,  foreign  and  domestic, 
Was  already  provided  for  by  a  system  adapted  to  that  spe- 
cific subject*  If  the  legislature  have  omitted  to  embrace, 
in  those  provisions,  foreign  life  insurance  companies,  the 
omission  cannot  be  supplied  by  the  court. 

IX.  In  no  event  could  the  deposit  in  question  be  taxed 
in  the  city  of  New  York.  The  provisions  for  taxing  cor- 
porations, where  their  principal  place  of  business  is  situ* 
ated,  only  i^ply  to  such  corporations  as  are  taxable  on  their 
Ci^ital,  under  title  4  of  chapter  13,  of  part  1  of  the  R.  S. 

The  manner  of  assessing  the  tax  is  declared  by  the  act 
6f  1855  to  be,  not  that  provided  for  assessing  corporations, 
but  that  they  shall  be  assessed  **  the  same  as  if  they  were 
residents  of  this  state." 

Therefore,  if  the  deposit  in  question  is  taxable  at  all,  it 
can  only  be  taxed  by  assessing  the  comptroller  in  respect 
of  it  as  trustee,  and  that  assessment  must  be  made  at  the 
place  of  his  residence,  and  the  tax  imposed  at  the  compara- 
tively moderate  rate  of  taxation  prevailing  there,  instead 
of  the  extravagant  one  to  which  the  residents  of  the  city 
of  New  York  are  subjected. 

X.  The  deposit,  in  question,  is  not  a  sum  invested  in 
business.  The  sum  is  invested  in  the  stocks  in  question. 
It  is  withdrawn  from  business  and  separated  from  the  other 
assets  of  the  company.  It  is  a  special  trust  fund,  placed 
in  the  hands  of  the  comptroller,  not  subject  to  the  control 
of  the  company  or  to  the  claims  of  its  general  creditors, 
but  declared  by  law  to  be  merely  a  security  to  its  policy- 
holders, resident  in  the  United  States.  {Act  of  June  24, 
1863,  ch.  463,  ^  6.)  The  fund  in  question  is  not,  there- 
fore, such  a  one  as  is  intended  by  the  act  of  1855. 
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XI.  The  policy  af  the  state,  ae  declared  in  the  act  of 
1851,  ie  to  esicouraga  the  investment  of  foreign  capital  in 
our  Becnrities. 

Capital  transpiiitted  here  for  such  iuvestm^nt  is  by  that 
act  expressly  e^e^pted  from  taxation  {Lotos  of  1851., 
eh.    ). 

XII.  The  decision  of  the  general  term,  in  respect  to  th^ 
$50,000  of  United  States  stock,  sbonld  be  affirmefl* 

This  case  is  distinguishable  from  that  of  the  JSank  of  the 
Commonwealth.  There,  the  tax  was  imposed  upon  the  capi- 
tal of  the  bank,  and  the  amount  of  tb$^t  capitc^l  was  to  be 
fixed  at  the  actual  value  of  the  capital  stock,  subject  to  cei;* 
tain  deductions,  enumerated  in  the  statute.  The  United 
States  stock  was  one  of  the  elements  of  the  value  of  the 
stock  of  the  bank,  and  indirectly  contributed  to  increase  the 
tax,  but  it  was  not  itself  the  subject  of  taxation,  and,  thercr 
fore,  did  not  fall  within  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Weston 
agt.  The  City  of  Charleston. 

Here  the  case  is  different.  If  the  tax  can  be  assessed  at 
all,  it  is  assessable  directly  upon  the  deposit,  consisting  of 
United  States  stocks,  and,  therefore,  falls  within  the  deci- 
sion  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case 
of  We^on. 

XIII.  The  judgment  as  to  the  Buffalo  city  stocks  should 
be  reversed,  and  costs  should  be  awarded  to  the  plaintiffs 
on  both  appeals. 

A.  R.  Lawrence,  Jr.  ^  for  defendants. 

First — The  relators  having  demurred  to  the  return  to  the 
writ  of  certiorari,  all  the  facts  stated  in  the  return  must, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  appeal,  be  taken  as  true.  If,  there- 
fore, there  is  any  conflict  between  the  petition  on  which 
the  writ  was  obtained  and  the  return  on  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  return  must  prevail.  {See  Return^  Case,  fp.  6,  7; 
Demurrer  to  Case,  p.  IS,  fol.  48.) 

Vol,,  xxvnj.  4 
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Second — The  return  states,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  the 
principal  o£Sce  or  agency  of  the  company  in  this  state  is 
in  the  first  ward  of  the  city  of  New  York. 

If  there  was  any  authority,  therefore,  for  making  an 
assessment  upon  the  stock  deposited  by  the  relators  with 
the  comptroller,  the  assessment  was  properly  made  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  as  and  for  property  situated  in  the  first 
ward.     (1  R.  8.  p.  390,  1st  ed.;  1.  R.  S.  p.  909,  5th  ed.) 

Third — The  relators  are  within  the  class  subjected  to 
taxation  by  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  this  state,  passed 
February  27,  1855,  entitled,  **  An  act  amendatory  of  the 
acts  for  the  assessment  and  collection  of  taxes.'' 

(a.)  The  phraseology  is  applicable  to  foreign  companies 
doing  business  in  this  state,  whether  incorporated  or  unin- 
corporated. 

The  term  "person"  includes  a  corporation.  {United 
States  agt.  Amedy^  11  Wheat,  392 ;  People  agt.  Utica  Ins.  Co. 
15  Johns.  358;  Clinton^  ifc,  Manuf,  Co.  agt.  Morse^  cited  in 
above]  Angell  4r  Ames  an  Corporis,  pp.  472,  473,  §441; 
State  of  Indiana  agt.  Woram,  6  Hill,  33.) 

In  the  case  of  the  People  agt.  The  Utica  Insurance  Comr 
pany  {supra) j  Thompson,  J.,  says:  "It  was  decided  by  tKis 
court  in  the  case  of  the  Clinton  Woolen  and  Manufacturing 
Company  agt.  M(yrse  fy  Bennett  {October  Term^  1817),  that 
under  the  act  for  the  assessment  and  collection  of  taxes, 
corporations  are  liable  to  be  taxed  for  property  owned  by 
them.  Yet  the  act  speaks  only  of  *  persons '  liable  to  be 
assessed,  and  the  term  corporation  is  not  used  at  all." 

And  a  corporation  has  been  held  to  be  an  "  inhabitant," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  tax  laws.  {Ontario  Bank  agt. 
Bunnell,  10  TTend.  186 ;  Sherwood  agt.  Saratoga  fyc.  R.  R. 
Co.  15  Barb.,  657;  Cawper^s  Rep.  78.) 

Also  to  be  an  "  occupier,"  within  the  meaning  of  stat- 
utes relative  to  taxation  employing  that  term.  {See  cases 
died  by  Nelson,  J.,  in  Ontario  Bank  agt.  Bunnell.) 
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(6.)  The  term  "associations"  includes  corporations. 
Association  simply  means  "  the  act  of  associating,  union, 
connection  of  persons." 

The  "  associations  "  under  the  banking  law  of  1888  were 
held  by  the  supreme  court  to  be  **  corporations."  {People 
agt.  Watertovm,  X  HUl,  620;  Sandford  agt.  Supermtors, 
Davies,  J.,  16  Howard's  P.  R.  172.) 

By  the  constitution^  a  "  corporation  "  includes  any  "  asso- 
ciation "  possessing  any  other  powers  than  a  partnership 
{Jlriicle  8,  ^  2). 

The  citation  of  the  counsel  for  the  relators  (in  the  points 
presented  to  the  commissioners,  case,  p.  12,  fols.  43,  44), 
from  the  act  of  1837,  relative  to  '*  unauthorized  banking," 
shows  that  the  legislature  considered  the  term  '*  associa^ 
tions  "  as  embracing  "  corporations,"  because,  in  speaking 
of  '*  association,"  the  term  is  qualified  by  the  addition  of 
the  words,  **  of  persons  not  incorporated." 

What  necessity  could  there  have  been  for  this  qualiflca* 
tion,  if  the  term  *'  association "  did  not,  if  unqualified, 
embrace  incorporations. 

In  fact,  the  term  '* association"  is  a  broader  and  more 
comprehensive  term  than  "corporation,"  inasmuch  as  it 
embraces  all  aggregations  of  individuals  for  business  pur- 
poses, other  than  simple  partnerships,  whether  incorpora- 
ted or  unincorporated. 

Again,  as  the  terms  "person"  and  "association"  have 
been  heretofore  construed,  in  acts  relating  to  the  assess- 
ment  of  taxes,  to  embrace  a  "  corporation',"  there  is  no 
reason  why,  in  the  absence  of  any  clearly  expressed  inten- 
tiop  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  to  restrict  the  operation 
of  the  act  of  1855  to  unincorporated  companies  or  natural 
persons,  the  courts  should  give  such  a  construction  to  that 
act. 

The  spirit  of  that  act  is  to  subject  individuals,  whether 
incorporated  or  unincorporated,  whether  partnerships  or 
associations^  or  natural  persons,  who  are  not  residents  of 
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thiB  state,  but  are  doing  business  therein,  in  any  way,  to 
taxation  on  all  sums  invested  in  their  business  here ;  and 
there  certainly  can  be  no  good  reason  for  exempting  from 
the  operation  of  the  statute  any  body  of  individuals,  which, 
according  to  the  recognized  rules  of  construction,  should 
be  embraced  in  the  language  of  the  statute. 

Fourth — It  being  established  that  the  relators  are  within 
the  class  subjected  to  taxation  by  the  act  of  1855,  the 
next  question  is,  are  they  doing  business  in  this  state, 
within  the  meaning  of  that  act  ? 

(a.)  We  insist  that  the  relators  are  doing  business  in 
tiiis  state  through  their  agents. 

They  have  twenty^eight  agencies  in  this  state,  for  the 
purpose  of  receiving  applications  for  insurance,  for  trans- 
mitting the  applications  to  England,  and  for  delivering  the 
policies  if  the  risks  are  approved  by  the  company,  and  also 
for  collecting  the  premiums  for  such  policies,  and  for  pay- 
ing the  losses  when  allowed  by  the  directors  in  England. 

All  these  acts  are  business  matters  of  the  company,  and, 
indeed,  the  most  essential  part  of  the  business  of  the  com* 
pany,  so  far  as  its  operations  in  this  state  are  concerned, 
and  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  how  it  can  be  contended  that 
a  company  engaged  in  such  operations,  through  its  agents, 
is  not  engaged  in  the  transaction  of  business  here. 

ly^th — If  we  have  succeeded  in  showing  that  the  rela- 
tors are  embraced  in  the  class  subjected  to  taxation  by  the 
act  of  1855,  and  that  they  are  engaged,  through  their 
agents,  in  the 'transaction  of  business  in  this  state,  it  fol- 
lows that  they  stand  in  the  same  position  in  reference  to 
liability  to  taxation  upon  sums  invested  in  business  here 
as  **  corporations  "  or  *'  associations  "  created  or  organized 
under  the  laws  of  this  state.  {Lam  of  1855,  p.  44 ;  Opm- 
ion  of  Supreme  Court,  case,  p.  26 ;  IntemaHonal  life  In$ur 
ranee  Co.  agt.  Commiasianere  of  Taxes,  28  Barb.  818.) 

Two  questions  then  remain  to  be  considered : 

Istf  Whether  a  corporation  or  an  association,  organised 
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and  doing  business  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  would  be 
liable  to  taxation  npon  a  similar  deposit  to  that  involved 
in  this  case ;  and, 

2d.  Whether  the  sum  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars, 
invested  in  the  stocks  deposited  with  the  comptroller,  is 
to  be  ctHisidered  as  invested  in  the  business  of  the  relators 
in  this  state. 
'     A.  As  to  the  first  question : 

The  sixth  section  of  the  act,  entitled,  "  an  act  to  pro- 
vide for  the  incorporation  of  life  and  health  insurance 
companies,  and  in  relation  to  agencies  of  such  companies,'' 
passed  June  24,  1853,  as  amended  July  18,  1853  {Lolws  of 
1853,  jjp.  888,  889,  1029,  1030),  provides  that  "no  com- 
pany shall  be  organized  under  this  act,  for  the  purposes 
mentioned  in  the  first  department,  with  a  less  capital  than 
$100,000.  •  •  *  The  whole  capital  of  such  company 
shall,  before  proceeding  to  business,  be  paid  in  and  invested 
in  stocks  of  the  United  States,  or  of  the  state  of  New  York, 
Ac.  *  *  •  No  company  organized  for  the  purposes 
mentioned  in  the  first  department  shall  commence  business 
until  they  have  deposited  with  the  comptroller  of  this 
state  the  sum  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  in  the  stocks 
or  securities  before  mentioned.  *  •  •  The  comptroller 
shall  hold  such  stocks  or  securities  as  security  for  policy 
holders  in  said  companies  "  {See  Laws  of  1853,  pp.  888,  889, 
§6,  a*  amended  by  Laws  of  1853,  pp.1029,  1030). 

The  act  fiirther  provides,  that  **  whenever  the  corpora- 
tors shall  have  fully  organized  such  company,  and  the  said 
company  have  deposited  with  the  comptroller  the  requi- 
site amount  of  capital,  it  shall  become  his  duty  to  famish 
the  corporation  with  a  certificate  of  such  deposit,  which, 
Ac,  shall  be  the  authority  to  commence  business  and  issue 
policies,"  Ac.  {Laws  o/1853,  p.  889,  ^7). 

Here  we  have  a  distinct  declaration,  on  the  part  of  the 
legislature,  that  the  stocks  deposited  with  the  comptroller 
by  companies  organized  under  the  laws  of  this  state  are 
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the  capital  of  such  companies.  {Opinion  Supreme  Courts 
case,  pp.  24,  27 ;  International  life  Insurance  Co.  agt.  Comr 
missioners  of  Taxes,  28  Barb.  318.) 

It  follows,  then,  as  a  matter  of  course,  that  such  stocks 
are  liable  to  taxation,  as  the  capital  of  such  companies, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  (1  it.  S» 
p.  944,  5th  ed.]  1  R.  S.  p.  414,  3d  ei) 

It  is  also  obvious,  from  the  further  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1853,  aforesaid,  that  the  legislature  regarded  the  deposit 
made  by  foreign  life  insurance  companies  as  precisely  of 
the  same  character  as  the  deposit  by  the  other  companies. 

The  15th  section  of  the  act  aforesaid  provides  that,  "  it 
shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  person  to  act,  in  this  state,  as 
agent  or  otherwise,  in  procuring  applications  for  life  or 
health  insurance,  or  in  any  manner  to  aid  in  transacting 
the  business  of  any  life  or  health  insurance  company,  incor- 
porated by  or  organized  under  the  laws  of  any  foreign 
government,  until  such  company  have  deposited  with  the 
comptroller  of  this  state,  for  the  benefit  of  the  policy-hold- 
ers of  such  company,  citizens  or  residents  of  the  United 
States,  securities  to  the  amount  of  one  hundred  thousand 
dollars,  of  the  kind  required  by  section  sixth  for  similar 
companies  of  this  state,"  Ac.  {Laws  of  1853,  p.  893). 

The  section  then  goes  on  to  provide  that  the  company 
shall  appoint  an  attorney  on  whom  process  can  be  served, 
and  that  when  he  has  filed  with  the  comptroller  a  certified 
copy  of  the  charter,  and  of  the  vote  or  resolution  of  the 
trustees  appointing  him  attorney,  the  comptroller  shall 
give  a  certifics^te  to  that  effect,  &c.,  which  certificate,  when 
filed,  Ac,  shall  be  the  authority  to  commence  business 
(Law*  0/1853,  y.  893), 

It  thus  appears  that  the  deposit  by  a  foreign  company 
is  intended  to  secure  the  same  class  of  persons  as  the 
deposit  of  the  other  companies — to  wit,  the  policy-holders  in 
this  state,  or  of  the  United  States ;  that  it  is  made  the 
fund  to  which  the  policy-holders  are  to  resort  for  payment 
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of  their  claims,  and  that  it  is  made  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  right  of  the  company  to  transact  business,  as  well 
in  the  case  of  the  former  as  in  the  latter. 

Can  there  be  any  reason,  then,  for  saying  that,  as  the 
deposits  in  both  cases  are  intended  for  the  same  purposes, 
they  should  not  bear  the  same  burthens? 

Again,  apart  from  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  1853, 
which  define  the  deposit  in  question  to  be  capital,  such 
deposit  would  be  considered  the  capital  of  the  appellantSi 
on  general  legal  principles.  As  we  have  above  shown,  the 
object  of  making  the  deposit  is  to  provide  a  fund,  out  of 
which  the  policy-holders  may  receive  payment  of  any 
claims  that  they  may  have  against  the  company  {Laws  of 
1853,  p.  893,  §  15). 

This  court  has,  in  the  case  of  The  Mutual  Insurance  Cam- 
pany  agt.  Supervisors  of  Erie,  (4  Com^focAc,  448,)  defined  the 
capital  of  a  corporation  or  association  to  be  the  fund  upon 
which  it  transacts  its  business,  which  would  be  liable  to  its 
creditors,  and,  in  case  of  insolvency,  pass  to  a  receiver. 
(International  Life  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Cow!s  of  Taxes,  28  Barb. 
318 ;   Opinion  of  Supreme  Court,  case,  p.  25.) 

It  seems  clear,  then,  that  a  company  created  under  the 
laws  of  this  state  would  be  liable  to  be  taxed  upon  a  simi- 
lar deposit. 

B.  As  to  the  second  question : 

The  commissioners  contend  that  the  money  invested  in 
the  stocks  deposited  by  the  relators  with  the  comptroller 
is  invested  in  their  business  in  this  state,  even  if  it  cannot 
properly  be  considered  as  capital.  The  legislature  in  using 
the  terms  "  sums  invested  in  any  manner  in  said  business," 
seem  to  have  sought  for  language  which  would  meet  any 
conceivable  case  of  the  employment  of  money  in  this  state 
for  business  purposes,  by  the  class  subject  to  taxation  spe- 
cified in  the  act  of  1855.  Those  terms  embrace  the  capi- 
tal of  the  companies  or  persons  doing  business  here,  and 
something  besides.     Now  the  sole  inducement  which  the 
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relators  had  for  the  purchase  of  the  stock  deposited  by 
them  with  the  comptroller,  was  to  obtain  the  right  to  tran- 
sact business  in  this  state.  That  right  depended  upon  the 
investmenf .  Without  the  investment,  the  relators  could  do 
no  business  in  this  state ;  and  having  made  it,  and  deposited 
the  stocks  with  the  comptroller,  and  performed  the  other 
acts  prescribed  by  the  aict  of  1853,  their  right  to  transact 
business  here  became  complete. 

Sixth — The  recent  decision  of  this  court,  in  the  case  of 
The  People  agt  The  Jfew  England  Instarance  Company^  does 
not  affect  this  case. 

(a)  The  act  of  1851,  chapter  95,  which  rendered  it  oblig- 
atory upon  the  insurance  companies  of  the  other  states 
doing  business  in  this  state,  to  make  a  deposit  of  stocks 
with  the  comptroller,  had  been  repealed  by  the  act  of  June, 
24,  1853,  under  which  foreign  companies  were  still  obliged 
to  make  stich  a  deposit.  And  at  the  time  that  the  assess- 
ment was  made  in  that  case,  it  was  not  a  condition  prece- 
dent  to  the  rights  of  the  New  England  company  to  do 
business  here  through  its  agents,  that  it  should  continue 
its  deposit  with  the  comptroller. 

In  point  of  fact  then,  the  stock  which  the  New  England 
insurance  company  had  in  the  hands  of  the  comptroller  of 
this  state,  was  a  voluntary  deposit,  and  in  no  way  con^ 
nected  with  the  transaction  of  its  business  here.  The 
remarks  of  Marvin,  J.,  in  relation  to  the  effect  of  a  deposit 
of  stocks  by  a  life  insurance  company  of  another  state, 
tinder  the  act  of  1851,  before  that  act  was  repealed,  were 
unnecessary  for  the  decision  of  the  case  before  the  court 
and  obiier. 

Seventh — The  act  of  April  15, 1857,  cited  by  the  relator's 
counsel  in  his  points  presented  to  the  commissioners,  does 
not  affect  this  case,  because  it  expressly  exempts  from  its 
operation  the  real  estate  and  stocks  owned  by  life  insurance 
companies.  {Lam  1857,  j^.  2,  ^4;  caee^  p.  13.)  Indeed, 
the  inference  is  irresistible,  from  the  phraseology  of  that 
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act,  that  the  legtslatnrd  supposed  that  life  instirance  com* 
panies  were  taxable  upon  the  stocks  deposited  with  the 
comptroller. 

Eighth — The  decision  of  the  strpreme  conrt  of  the  Uni- 
ted States,  in  the  case  of  The  PeopU  «r  rel.  The  Bank  of 
Commerce  agt.  The  Cammissianer^  of  Taxes  and  ^ssessmenti^ 
being  adverse  to  the  power  of  the  taxing  officers  of  the 
state  to  tax  United  States  stocks,  the  appeal  taken  by  the 
commissioners  will  not  be  discussed. 

Miiih — The  judgment  below  should  be  approved,  with 
costs. 

Ikosaham,  J.  The  decision  of  this  court  below  as  to 
the  United  States  stocks  mnst  be  considered  as  correct 
under  the  reviewed  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  on  the  same  question.  The  stock  of  the 
United  States  is  exempt  from  state  taxation,  and  here  the 
assessment  is  directly  made  upon  such  securities.  The 
respondent's  counsel  concedes  this  and  does  not  argue  this 
branch  of  the  case.  It  is  objected  oH  thd  part  of  the 
appellant  that  the  place  of  assessment  should  bd  where  the 
comptroller  resides,  upon  the  ground  that  he  holds  the 
funds  as  trustee,  and  he,  not  the  company  should  be  as- 
sessed. The  property,  is  the  property  of  the  company 
held  by  them  but  deposited  with  the  comptroller  as  secu- 
rity. It  would  not  be  taxable  If  the  company  did  not 
carry  on  btisiness  in  this  Stat6.  By  the  provisions  of  the 
B.  S.  vol.  1  (5th  ed.)  p.  905,  §  1,  all  lands  and  all  personal 
estate  within  this  state,  whether  owned  by  individuals  or 
by  Corporations,  are  made  liable  to  taJtation,  and  by  sec- 
tion 4,  debts  due  on  bonds  are  included  Under  the  term 
personal  estate. 

By  1  R.  S.  (5th  ed.)  p.  908,  §  5,  eVery  person  is  to  be 
assessed  in  the  town  or  ward  where  he  resides,  for  the  per- 
sonal estate  owned  by  him,  and  by  section  6,  the  personal 
estate  of  every  incorporated  company  liable  to  tuxation  on 
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its  capital  shall  be  assessed  in  the  town  or  ward  where  the 
principal  office  or  place  for  transacting  the  financial  busi- 
ness is  located,  or  where  the  operations  of  the  company 
shall  be  carried  on.  The  return  states  that  the  place  of 
business  of  the  corporation  is  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
which  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer.  The  act  of  1855,  sec- 
tion 1,  provides  that  all  persons  and  associations  doing 
business  in  this  state  and  not  resident  of  the  state  shall  be 
assessed  and  taxed  on  all  sums  invested  in  any  manner  in 
said  business,  the  same  as  if  they  were  residents  of  the 
state.  Taking  these  provisions  together,  I  think  there  can 
be  no  difficulty  in  holding  that  the  place  of  assessment  is 
the  place  where  the  operations  of  the  corporation  are  car- 
ried on. 

Crenerally,  under  "persons  "  as  used  in  the  laws  provid- 
ing for  taxation,  corporations  have  been  included,  unless 
some  special  provision  of  law  provided  in  the  same  case 
for  the  taxation  of  corporations  under  some  other  form  of 
assessment  {The  People  agt.  Utica  Insurance  Company,  15 
John.  258) ;  and  so  corporations  have  been  considered  as 
inhabitants  for  the  purpose  of  taxation  {Ontario  Bank  agt. 
Bunnell^  10  Wend,  186).  These  cases  show  that  corpora- 
tions are  to  be  included  under  the  general  term  "  persons" 
in  regard  to  their  liability  to  taxation  in  the  place  where 
they  carry  on  their  business,  and  that  there  is  no  ground 
for  the  objection  that  the  corporation  was  assessed  in  the 
city  of  New  York.  The  other  question  is  whether  the 
plaintiffs  are  liable  to  be  taxed  upon  the  bonds  of  the  city 
of  Buffalo  deposited  with  the  comptroller.  There  can  be 
no  doubt  but  that  those  bonds  are  included  under  the  term 
personal  estate  as  used  in  the  statute,  and  the  only  ques- 
tion which  can  arise  is  whether  it  is  property  invested  in 
any  manner  in  the  business  which  they  carry  on.  Upon 
this  point  there  can  be  but  little  doubt.  The  statute  pro- 
hibits foreign  corporations  from  carrying  on  business  of 
life  insurance  until  such  company  have  deposited  with  the 
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comptroller  secnrities  to  the  amount  of  $100,000,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  policy-holders  of  the  company  {Laws  of  1653, 
ch,  463,  ^  15).  This  deposit  with  the  comptroller  is  ne« 
cessarily  made  in  connection  with  the  business  of  the  com- 
pany, without  it  they  can  do  no  business,  and  it  is  so  de- 
posited as  to  be  security  to  those  who  may  hold  policies  of 
the  company.  It  is  therefore  used  in  the  business  of  the 
company  and  in  fact  forms  its  capital  in  this  state,  which  is 
liable  to  its  creditors  and  comes  within  the  definition  of 
capital  as  defined  in  The  Mutual  Insurance  Company  agt. 
Supervisors  of  Erie  (4  Comstock,  448).  These  securities,  so 
deposited  with  the  comptroller,  form  the  same  kind  of 
capital  as  that  of  a  domestic  corporation  incorporated  for 
a  similar  purpose,  in  which  the  capital  is  the  security  for 
those  who  deal  with  it,  neither  is  actually  invested  in 
business  and  used  for  that  purpose,  but  both  form  the 
basis  on  which  the  business  is  transacted  and  the  security 
from  which  payments  of  claims  is  to  be  enforced.  So  far 
as  the  assessment  was  made  on  the  bonds  of  the  city  of 
Bufialo  the  same  was  properly  made,  and  the  order  ap- 
pealed from  should  be  affirmed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
James  Williams  agt.  Martik  Barnaman. 

Before  »  Justice  qf  the  peace  \b  antliorifed  to  proeeed  with  the  Mtlon  in  ^khkitt  en 
aUaehmerUhee  been  issiiod,  it  is  neoensry  that  he  ahoald  hare  the  ^jfieer's  rUum 
to  the  attachment,  showing  a  strtnce  <^  U  in  the  manner  provided  for  by  the 
itatQte.  It  is  the  only  manner  in  which  the  jostioe  can  acquire  juriedie^kH^ 
The  return  of  the  offioer  is  the  widence  to  be  furnished  to  the  jostioe  that  the 
statute  has  been  complied  with. 

Where  the  defendant  has  had  no  personal  notice  of  the  sait>  by  the  service  of  the 
attachment  npon  him,  it  is  vitally  important  that  the  different  steps  prescribed 
by  the  statute  should  be  aoonrately  followed. 

Where  the  return  of  the  constable  stated  '<  that  a  copy  of  the  attachment  was  left 
with  Baniaman^s  (defendant's)  wife,  at  Martinsville,  as  defendant  cannot  ba 
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Utm/i  in  tliii  mvbI^,'*  withoai  aa  iaTOBtDty,  w  wiy  staWnMat  that  th«  propoily 
had  he«n  seiied  under  it:  Heidi  that  the  return  wai  bo  fatally  d^ecHve,  as  not 
to  affoid  any  preteetion  to  the  plaintiff  In  the  sale  he  aftarwarda  made  of  the 
prf^erty- under  SB  ezseutftoa  upoa  the  j^dgm&at  reeoirered  in  that  suit. 
!Che  rale  la  mell  settled,  that  where  a  statute  preseribes  a  new  mode  of  pcooeeding» 
either  unknown  to  the  oommon  law,  or  oontrary  thereto,  the  statute,  so  far  at 
lesBrtatf  those  parts  of  it  essential  to  jurisdietion  are  oonoerned,  must  be  not  only 
preiredy  bat  shown  to  hare  been,  strictly  pursued,  or  the  proeeeding  w&l  be  held 
a  na^tty.  The  same  rale  applies  to  oourts  of  limited  and  special  jurisdiotionj 
as  justices'  courts.  Nothing  is  presumed  in  their  favor  so  far  as  it  respects  juiia 
dirtlonj  and  tha  party  seeUag  to  avail  himself  of  their  judgments  must  show 
aOrmatlrely  that  tiiey  bad  Jnrisdiotion. 

Erie  Special  Term,  July,  1864. 

Motion  for  a  aew  trial  on  a  case  containing  exceptions, 
The  facts  sufficient  to  present  the  questions  determined, 
appear  in  the  opinion. 

Geo.  W.  Cothran,  for  plaint^. 

I.  The  affidavit  upon  which  the  attachment  was  issued 
is  fiktally  defective.  It  does  not  show  that  the  demand 
claimed  rose  upon  contract.  This  fitct  should  appear  in  it 
affirmatively.  (S  R.  S.  462,  §^214,  215,  216,  5tk  ed. ; 
Waters  agt.  WMtafnoref  13  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  684 ;  Ctnoen^s 
Treatise,  by  Tracy,  §  834 ;  14  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  96.) 

An  attachment  can  issue  from  a  justice's  court  against 
the  property  of  non-residents  of  the  county  for  demands 
arising  on  contract  only.. 

In  this  case  the  affidavit  states  that  the  claim  is  founded 
*^  on  a  demand  arising  upon  keeping  their  horses."  This 
statement  does  not  show  that  the  demand  rose  upon  con- 
tract, nor  does  it  prove  the  existence  of  a  contract  between 
the  affiant  and  the  parties  proceeded  against,  relative  to 
the  keeping  of  the  horsea.  It  does  not  show  any  consent 
or  request  of  the  defendants  that  the  affiant  should  keep 
their  horses,  nor  any  price,  time,  place  or  circumstance  of 
the  keeping.  No  privity  of  contract  is  shown  by  it,  nor 
anything  from  which  a  contract  could  fairly  be  presumed, 
.and  it  is  just  aa  fair  to  presume  that  they  were  wrongfully 


kept  as  rightfiilly.  But  fhi«  is  a  Btatutory  proceedii^,  ADd 
no  mere  presumptions  can  be  indulged.  The  sfidaFit  must, 
oonform  to  the  reqairements  of  the  stwbute,  slate  xa 
exprese  terms  that  the  demand  arose  on  contraot ;  or  it  must 
contain  snch  an  explicit  etatement  of  facts,  as  that  tlaee 
court  can  readily  see  that  it  gnew  out  of  ocmtract.  (CMb 
agt.  Fbrren,  34  Barb.  &  C.  R.  96 ;  Jldkias  agt.  Brewer,  8 
Qw.  JL  M6.)  It  does  not  .state  that  the  demand  is  notfor 
the  recoyery  of  money  collected  by  a  public  officer,  Ao^^ 
as  required  by  statute.  (8  R.  S.  462,  §  212,  &th  ed;  Wa^ 
ters  ugLWhitamon,  18  Barb.  8.  C.  it.  634.)  The  statement 
at  the  end  of  the  affidavit  '*  thai  no  warrant  can  issue  in 
this  case,''  is  a  mere  conclusion  of  law."^ 

IT.  The  bond  taken  by  the  justice  on  the  issuance  of  the 
attachment,  was  void  for  the  want  of  sufficient  sureties* 
The  statute  provides  that  "  before  any  attachment  shall 
issue,  Ac."  the  ''plaintiff,  or. some  one  in  his  behalf,  shall 
execute  a  bond  in  the  penalty  of  at  least  one  hundred  dol-. 
lars,  with  such  sureties  and  upon  such  conditions  as  is 
required  by  section  29,  art.  2,  tit,  4,  chap.  2»  part  3,  B.  S." 
{Sessum  Lam  1842,  ch.  107 ;  Id.  3  R.  S.  463,  §  2lV,  5ih  id.) 
Bection  29  states  the  conditions  of  the  bond,  and  that  the 
sufficiency  of  the  sureties  shall  be  approved  by  the  justicQ, 
Ac. 

In  this  ease  there  is  no  surety  in  the  bond  at  all,:and.th0 
justice's  docket  shows  that  the  bond  taken  was  the  bond 
of  the  affiant.  Even  if  the  court  should  conclude  that  CL 
8.  Hawley,  whose  name  is  signed  to  the  bond,  is  a  surety 
and  not  a  subscribing  witness,  I  contend  that  the  statnta 
requires  at  least  two  sureties.  The  act  of  1842,  amenda- 
tory of  the  non-imprisonment  act,  requires  .a  bond  ^*  with 
Buretiee,"  while  the  Revised  Statutes  require  but  one* 
This  is  a  .proceeding  under  the  act  of  1842.  (fianis  agt. 
Mar$h4M,  14  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  96 ;  Mman  agt.  BrinkerAoff,  1 
Dento,  164;  Robinsmdagt.  Wtit,  11  Bmtb.  8.C,R,  309.) 

in.  The  eonstable's  return  of  serviqe  iudorsed  ontthe 
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attachment,  is  insufficient  to  confer  jarisdiction  on  the  jus- 
tice. By  section  29,  chap.  2,  art.  2,  title  4,  part  3,  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes  (43),  it  is  provided  that  *'  the  constable 
to  whom  such  attachment  shall  be  directed  and  delivered, 
shall  execute  the  same  at  least  six  days  before  the  retura 
day/'  and  shall  seize  sufficient  property  to  satisfy  the 
demand ;  and  '*  he  shall  immediately  make  an  inventory  of 
the  property  seized,  and  shall  leave  a  copy  of  the  attach* 
ment  and  of  the  inventory,  certified  by  him,  at  the  last 
place  of  residence  of  the  defendant ;  but  if  the  defendant 
have  no  place  of  residence  in  the  county  where  the  gooda 
and  chattels  are  attached,  such  copy  and  inventory  shall 
be  left  with  the  persons  in  whose  possession  the  said  g^oda 
and  chattels  shall  be  found.''  Under  the  non-imprisonment 
act,  the  attachment  is  required  to  be  *'  served  at  least  two 
days  before  the  time  of  appearance  therein  mentioned  "  (8 
A.  S.  462,  §  215).  And  by  section  36  of  said  act,  it  ispro- 
vided  that  *^  every  attachment  issued  by  virtue  of  this 
act,"  shall  be  served  in  the  same  manner  as  attachments 
issued  under  the  second  article  above  quoted  from,  '^  except 
that  if  the  defendant  can  be  found  in  the  county,  the  copy 
of  such  attachment  and  inventory  shall  be  served  upon  him 
personally,  instead  of  leaving  the  same  at  the  place  now 
prescribed  in  said  article  ;  and  the  return  of  said  officer  in 
addition  to  what  is  now  required,  shall  state  specifically 
whether  such  copy  was  or  was  not  personally  served  upon 
the  defendant." 

It  does  not  appear  by  the  return  to  the  attachment,  that 
a  copy  thereof,  and  of  the  inventory  of  the  property 
attached,  were  either  personally  served  on  the  defendant,  or 
were  left  with  the  person  in  whose  possession  the  goods 
were  found.  {Cook  agt.  McDoel,  3  Denio,  317  ;  same  cast 
affirmed,  2  JV.  F.  R.  120 ;  21  How.  Pr.  R.  429 ;  Marskatt 
agt.  CafUy,  14  Mb.  Pr.  R.  237.)  The  return  states  the 
manner  of  service  to  have  been,  that  a  copy  was  left  with 
*'  Bamaman's  wife  at  Martinsville,  as  defendant  cannot  be 
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found  in  this  county."  The  return  does  not  show  that  the 
attachment  was  served  at  least  two  days  prior  to  the  return 
day  thereof.  (3  JR.  S.  431,  §  29 ;  3  JR.  S.  463,  §  218.)  It 
shonld  show  affirmatively  when  the  attachment  was  served 
{Stewart  agt.  Smith,  17  Wend.  U.  518).  Where  the  consta- 
ble's retnrn  does  not  show  sufficient  facts  to  authorize  the 
issuing  of  a  summons,  the  justice  acquires  no  jurisdiction, 
and  all  his  subsequent  proceedings  will  be  void.  {JlUen 
agt.  Stone,  9  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  60 ;  Waters  agt.  Whittimore,  22 
Barb.  S.  C.  JR.  593.)  The  justice  acquired  no  jurisdiction 
in  this  case,  and  the  sale  of  the  property  under  the  execu* 
tion  issued  on  the  judgment  recovered  therein — the  defend- 
ant  not  having  appeared — constitutes  no  defence  in  this 
action. 

IV.  The  question  of  jurisdiction  can  be  raised  at  any 
time,  in  any  stage  of  the  proceedings,  and  in  a  collateral 
action  or  proceeding.  (26  How.  Pr.  JR.  90 ;  Homan  agt* 
Brinkerhoff,  1  Denio,  184  ;  Davis  agt.  Marshall,  14  Barb.  S. 
a  R.  96 ;  Decker  agt.  Bryant,  7  Barb.  S.  C.  JR.  183 ;  Van 
Alstine  agt.  Erwine,  1  Kern.  R.  331 ;  8  JV*.  F.  R.  254 ;  12 
JV.  Y.  R.  156). 

L.  L.  Lewis,  far  defendant. 

Daniels,  J.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the 
value  of  certain  personal  property  claimed  to  be  owned  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  wrongfully  converted  by  the  defendant. 
A  verdict  was  recovered  by  the  defendant,  which  the  plain- 
tiff now  moves  to  set  aside,  and  for  a  new  trial. 

The  only  questions  arising  upon  the  application,  depend 
upon  the  validity  of  proceedings  taken  in  an  attachment 
suit  instituted  by  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff  and 
another,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  Niagara  county, 
of  which  the  defendants  in  that  action  were  non-residents. 
The  attachment  was  issued  on  the  second,  returnable  on 
the  fifth  of  June,  1862;-^and  in  his  return  upon  it,  the 
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co&fltable  wholly  omitB  to  state  the  time  when  the  soiziure 
of  the  property  was  made  under  it.  The  attaohmeirt  was 
not  served  personally  on  either  of  the  persons  named  in  it 
as  defendants.  But  the  return  states  that  a  copy  of  it  was 
left  with  '*  Bamaman's  wife,  at  Martinsville,  as  defendants 
cannot  be  found  in  this  county."  There  is  no  statement 
whatever  contained  in  the  return  from  which  it  can  be  even 
inferred  that  she  was  the  person  having  possession  of  the 
property  attached  when  the  seizure  of  it  was  made,  or  that 
any  inventory  or  statement  of  the  property  attached  wa9 
left  with  the  copy  of  the  attachment. 

Before  the  justice  was  authorized  to  proceed  with  the 
action,  it  was  necessary  that  he  should  have  the  officer's 
return  to  the  attachment  showing  a  service  of  it  in  the 
manner  provided  for  by  the  statute ;  and  as  the  defendants 
had  no  personal  notice  of  the  suit  by  the  service  of  the 
process  upon  them,  it  was  vitally  important  that  the  dif- 
ferent steps  prescribed  should  be  accurately  followed.  For 
it  was  the  only  manner  in  which  the  justice  could  acquire 
jurisdiction.  The  return  of  the  officer  is  the  evidence  to 
be  furnished  to  the  justice  that  the  statute  has  been  com* 
plied  with  (3  R.  S.  bth  ed.  432,  §  33).  In  cases  where  the 
process  is  not  personally  served,  the  provision  is  an  impor- 
tant one  which  requires  that  a  copy  of  the  attachment,  with 
an  inventory  of  the  property  seized,  shall  be  left  with  the 
person  in  whose  possession  the  goods  and  chattels  shall  be 
found  (3  H  S.  5th  ed.  431,  §  28).  For  the  inference  is  a 
natural  one  that  the  owner  will  leave  his  property  in  the 
hands  of  one  who  is  charged  with  the  duty  of  protecting 
his  interest  in  it.  (7%€  Mary,  9  Crunch,  144 ;  3  Curtis'  De- 
cirioM^  296.)  Leaving  a  copy  of  the  attachment  with 
Bamaman's  wife,  without  an  inventory  or  any  statement 
that  the  property  had  been  seized  under  it,  would  be  no 
Botioe  to  her  or  any  one  else,  that  this  property  waa 
to  be  affected  by  the  proce^dingSi  or  that  any  steps  were 
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neceesarj  for  the  protection  of  the  owner's  interest  in  it, 
even  if  it  were  actually  in  her  possession. 

On  these  defects,  without  noticing  others  in  the  proceed* 
ings,  they  must  be  held  to  be  so  fatally  defective  as  not  to 
afford  any  protection  to  the  defendant  in  the  sale  he  after* 
wards  made  of  the  property  under  an  execution  upon  the 
judgment  recovered  in  that  suit.  There  was  no  appear- 
ance or  waiver  of  any  Idnd  of  these  omissions  to  conform 
to  the  statute. 

The  rule  is  well  settled,  that  where  a  statute  prescribes 
a  new  mode  of  proceeding,  either  unknown  to  the  common 
law,  or  contrary  thereto,  the  statute,  so  far  at  least  as  those 
parts  of  it  essential  to  jurisdiction  are  concerned,  must  be 
not  only  proved,  but  shown  to  have  been  strictly  ptirsued, 
or  the  proceeding  will  be  held  a  nullity.  The  same  rule 
applies  to  courts  of  limited  and  special  jurisdiction,  as  jus- 
tices' courts.  Nothing  is  presumed  in  their  favor,  so  far  as 
it  respects  jurisdiction,  and  the  party  seeking  to  avail  him- 
self of  their  judgments  must  show  that  they  had  jurisdic- 
tion affirmatively.  {Mills  agt.  Martin^  19  /.  A.  33 ;  Cowen^a 
Treatise,  2d  ed.  405),  where  the  same  principle  is  affirmed 
in  these  words :  '*  A  justice  is  limited  by  statute  to  a  cer^ 
tain  course  of  proceedings,  and  unless  those  proceedings 
are  adhered  to,  or  waived  by  the  party  who  has  a  right  to 
insist  on  them,  the  judgment  is  irregular  and  void.  {Id. 
400,  403 ;  Cowen  4r  Hill's  J^otes  to  Philip's  im  Evidence,  part 
1,468;  part  2,206.) 

The  proceeding  relied  upon  by  the  defence  cannot  be 
sustained  without  disregarding  the  principles  so  fully 
declared  and  sustained  in  these  authorities.  The  verdict 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant  must  therefore  be  set 
aside,  and  a  new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abid^^^jbtg  event 
of  the  action.  ^^^^^''^^'^ 
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BUFFALO  SUPERIOR  COURT, 
Henry  Rawls  and  others  agt.  John  O.  Deshler. 

A  9dU  of  chattels  may  be  oonditionftl  •ither  as  to  the  right  of  property  in  them, 
or  M  to  the  poewaiion  of  them. 

When  the  right  of  property  peseei  to  the  rendee,  hut  not  the  HgM  to  the  pones- 
sum,  the  poieession  may  be  delivered  conditionally,  so  that  the  vendor  can  npon 
the  breach  of  the  condition,  recover  the  possession  of  the  chattels,  ezeept  as 
against  a  bona  fidA  purchaser  from  the  vendee. 

When  the  right  of  property  is  not  to  vest  in  him  to  whom  the  chattels  are  delivered, 
until  the  prioe  is  paid,  the  owner  can  reolaim.  them  fk-om  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
of  them  from  him  to  whom  the  poMessioa  of  them  was  delivered^  upon  breach 
of  the  condition. 

B.  had  a  quantity  of  com  in  store  in  H.'s  elevator  at  B.  G.  on  Tuesday  asked  D. 
the  price  of  the  oom.  B.  said  57  cents  a  bushel.  G.  asked  when  he  must  have 
the  money.  D.  said,  right  along.  G.  said,  he  would  get  the  com  out  by  Thurs- 
day, and  if  he  did  not  get  it  out  before,  he  would  pay  for  it  then  any  way.  D. 
said  that  would  do,  and  gave  G.  an  order  on  the  elevator  to  <<  deliver  to  G.  or 
order,  4,238  bushels  white  eorn,  cargo  Potomac,  subject  to  my  order  until  paid 
for."  G.  on  the  same  day  presented  D.'s  order  to  the  elevator,  and  had  the  com 
shipped  on  canal  boat  for  N.  T.  R.  made  advances  in  good  faith  upon  the  bill 
of  lading  of  the  com.  Afterwards,  and  on  Thursday,  G.  failing  to  pay  for  the 
com,  D.  pursued  the  canal  boat  and  recovered  the  possession  of  the  eom: 

"Htldy  that  the  title  to  the  corn  passed  to  G. ;  that  the  risk  of  accident  to  it 
was  upon  G. : 

J7eM  also,  that  R.  had  to  the  eztei^t  of  his  advances,  a  superior  right  to  D.  in  the 
com. 

In  such  cases,  in  order  to  confer  upon  a  hona  fide  purchaser  rights  superior  to  the 
vendor,  there  must  be  an  actual  or  constraotive  delivery  of  the  ehattei  to  him. 

The  symbolical  delivery  of  bills  of  lading  and  other  similar  instruments,  is  a  suffl- 
dent  delivery  of  the  chattel  when  an  actual  delivery  is  impossible  (Steelyarde 

agt.  Singer,  3  HUton,  96,  fueetioned). 

March  General  Term,  1862. 

Before  Yerplanck,  Masten  and  Clinton,  Justices. 

This  cause  was  tried  before  Justice  Hasten  and  a  jury. 
Upon  the  trial,  a  verdict  was  directed  for  the  plaintiffs. 
The  defendant  excepted.  The  exceptions  were  ordered  to 
be  heard  at  the  general  term  in  the  first  instance.  The 
general  term  ordered  judgment  upon  the  verdict.  The 
facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  following  opinion  of  the 
general  term : 
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H.  C.  Day,  far  plaintijffi. 
Ganson  a  Smith,  for  defendant 

Hasten,  J.  This  is  an  action  for  the  conversion  by 
defendant  of  4,238  47-56  bushels  of  white  com  The  case 
comes  before  us  upon  exceptions.  The  court  directed  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  to  which  direction  the  defendant 
excepted. 

The  corn  in  question  belonged  to  the  defendant,  and  was 
in  store  on  his  account  in  the  Hatch  elevator  in  this  citj. 
The  defendant  also  had  some  mixed  corn  in  store  in  the 
same  elevator.  On  Tuesday  morning,  the  18th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1860,  Griffin  called  at  his  office  and  asked  the  price 
of  the  com ;  defendant  said,  *'  fifty -seven  cents  for  the 
white  corn,  and  fifty-six  for  the  mixed."  Griffin  went  away 
and  in  a  short  time  returned  and  inquired  of  defendant, 
when  he  must  have  his  money,  if  he  took  the  com  ?  De- 
fendant replied,  *^  right  along."  Griffin  said,  *'  boats  are 
scarce,  and  I  may  not  be  able  to  get  it  out  for  a  day  or 
two."  Defendant  said,  "  that  would  not  do,  he  wanted  it 
more  specific."  Griffin  said,  **  he  would  get  it  out  by 
Thursday,  and  if  he  did  not  get  it  out  before,  he  would 
pay  for  it  then  any  way."  Defendant  said,  "  that  would 
do."  The  defendant  thereupon  gave  Griffin  the  following 
order  for  the  corn  in  question  : 

"  Buffalo,  Sept.  18,  1860. 
"  Hatch  Elevatok  : 

"  Deliver  to  A.  L.  Griffin,  Esq.,  or  order,  4,238  47-56 
bush,  white  corn,  cargo  Potomac,  subject  to  my  order  until 
paid  for.  John  G.  Deshler." 

The  defendant  at  the  same  time  gave  to  Griffin  a  like 
order  for  the  mixed  com.  Griffin  on  the  same  day  (Sep- 
tember 18th),  indorsed  and  delivered  the  above  order  for 
the  white  com  to  one  Van  Buren,  a  freight  broker,  with 
directions  to  ship  the  com  to  New  York.  Yan  Buren  on 
the  $ame  day  presented  the  said  order  for  the  white  corn 
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to  the  Hatch  elevator,  and  had  the  corn  loaded  upon  the 
canal  coat  L.  B.  Trowbridge,  of  which  one  Wendt  was  the 
owner  and  captain,  and  which  plied  between  the  cities  of 
Buffalo  and  Albany.  Van  Buren  and  Wendt  signed  a  bill 
of  lading  of  the  corn,  by  which  the  com  was  to  be  delivered 
at  Troy.  The  bill  of  lading  expressed  that  the  com  was 
shipped  by  Van  Baren  as  agent  and  forwarder,  and  it  was 
delivered  care  Silliman,  Matthews  &  Co.,  Troy,  N.  Y.,  canal 
freight  to  Troy,  11^  cents  per  bushel.  The  canal  boat  left 
Buffalo  with  the  corn  on  the  said  18th  day  of  September. 

Silliman,  Matthews  &  Co.,  were  the  agents  of  Van  Buren 
at  Troy.  On  the  next  day  (September  19th),  Van  Buren 
delivered  to  Griffin  the  following  paper,  in  respect  to  the 
com  in  question : 

"  Buffalo,  Sept.  19,  1860. 

''  Shipped  in  good  order  by  A.  L.  Griffin,  on  board  of 

canal  boat  L.  B.  Trowbridge,  B.  T.  Go.  Line, ,  master, 

the  following  articles  to  be  delivered  in  like  good  order  as 
addressed  : 

"  Acc't  A.  L.  Griffin,  4,238  47-56  bushels  white  corn, 
care  Bawls  &  Seymour,  New  York.  Freight  to  New  York 
14^  cents  per  bushel,  consignees  pay  towing. 

"  James  Van  Buren." 

On  the  said  19th  day  of  September,  Griffin  made  his 
draft  upon  Bawls  &  Seymour,  the  plaintiffs,  payable  to  his 
own  order,  at  twenty  days,  for  $2,120.  He  wrote  his  name 
upon  the  back  of  said  draft,  and  also  upon  the  back  of  said 
bill  of  lading  signed  by  Van  Buren,  attached  them  together, 
and  delivered  them  to  White's  bank  at  Buffalo.  The  bank 
discounted  the  draft  upon  the  strength  of  the  bill  of  lading, 
and  paid  over  the  proceeds  to  Griffin,  who  applied  them  to 
his  own  use.  Griffin  on  the  same  day  (September  19th), 
advised  the  plaintiffs  by  letter  of  the  shipment  of  the  com 
and  of  the  draft. 

The  plaintiffs  are  commission  merchants  at  the  city  of 
New  York.    They  received  the  letter  of  advice  on  the  20tb 
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of  September.  On  the  2l8t  of  September,  before  eleven 
o'clock  in  the  morning,  they  accepted  the  draft  and  detached 
the  bill  of  lading  from  the  draft  and  retained  it.  Vey  had 
no  funds  of  (Griffin's  in  their  hands,  and  accepted  the  draft 
upon  the  strength  of  the  corn,  and  in  good  faith.  They 
paid  the  draft  at  its  maturity.  On  Thursday,  Griifin  failed 
to  make  payment  for  the  com,  and  the  defendant,  learning 
that  it  had  been  shipped  on  the  Trowbridge,  went  in  pur- 
suit of  her,  and  on  the  afternoon  of  the  21st  day  of  Sep- 
tember, overtook  her  a  few  miles  east  of  Rochester,  and 
replevied  the  com.  The  action  was  against  Wendt,  the 
captain  of  the  canal  boat,  and  judgment  was  obtained 
therein  by  de&ult. 

The  first  question  to  be  considered  in  the  natural  order 
is,  what  was  the  legal  effect  of  the  transaction  between  the 
defendant  and  Griffin^  in  respect  to  the  com  in  question  ?  Did 
the  title  or  right  of  property  in  the  com  pass  to  Griffin  ? 
Was  the  sale  conditional  ?  and  if  so,  was  it  in  respect  to 
the  property  in  or  the  possession  of  the  com  ?  or  was  a 
lien  only  reserved  for  the  price  ?  If  the  title  or  property 
in  the  corn  did  not  pass  to  Griffin,  as  between  him  and  the 
defendant,  but  only  the  possession,  then  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  title  of  the  plaintiffs  is  defective,  and  that 
of  the  defendant  must  prevail. 

"  The  universal  and  fundamental  principle  of  our  law  of 
personal  property  is  that  no  man  can  be  divested  of  his 
property  without  his  own  consent,  and,  consequently,  that 
even  the  honest  purchaser  under  a  defective  title  cannot 
hold  against  the  true  proprietor."  Vekplanck,  Senator^  in 
Saltus  agt.  Eoerett  (20  Wend.  275). 

In  CaoUl  agt.  HUl  (4  Dmio  R.  323),  Justice  Bronson 
says  :  "  It  is  a  principle  of  the  common  law,  which  has  but 
few  exceptions,  that  a  man  cannot  be  divested  of  his  pro- 
perty without  his  consent ;  and  although  possession  is  one 
of  the  most  usual  evidences  of  title  to  personal  chattels, 
yet,  as  a  general  rule,  mere  possession  will  not  enable  a  man 
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to  transfer  a  better  title  than  he  has  himself,  or  than  he 
has  been  authorized  by  the  owner  to  grant ;  exceptions  in 
favor  ^  trade  are  allowed  in  the  case  of  money  and 
negotiable  instruments.  But  as  to  other  personal  chattels, 
the  mere  possession,  by  whatever  means  it  may  have  been 
acquired,  if  there  be  no  other  evidences  of  property  or 
authority  to  sell  from  the  true  owner,  will  not  enable  the 
possessor  to  give  a  good  title/' 

Jfemoflus  juris  ad  alium  transferre  potest  quam  ipse  habety 
is  the  axiom  of  the  common  law,  and  it  has  resisted  the 
innumerable  efforts  that  upon  some  specious  plea  or  other 
have  been  made  to  break  in  upon  it. 

In  Miller  agt.  Race  (1  Burr.  452),  money  and  negotiable 
instruments  were  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  above 
maxim,  on  the  ground  of  the  necessities  of  currency  and 
trade,  "  by  reason  of  the  course  of  trade  which  creates  a 
property  in  the  holder." 

In  Saltus  agt.  Everett,  Senator  Verplanck  says  :  "  That 
after  a  careful  examination  of  the  English  cases  and  those 
of  this  state,  he  comes  to  the  general  conclusion  that  the 
title  of  property  in  things  movable,  except  money  and  nego- 
tiable instruments,  can  pass  from  the  owner  only  by  his 
own  consent  and  voluntary  act,  or  by  operation  of  law,  and 
that  the  honest  purchaser,  who  buys  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration in  the  course  of  trade,  will  be  protected  in  his  title 
against  the  true  owner  in  those  cases,  and  those  only,  where 
such  owner  has,  by  his  own  direct  and  voluntary  act,  con- 
ferred upon  the  person  from  whom  the  bona  fide  vendee 
derives  title,  the  apparent  right  of  property  as  owner,  or 
of  disposal  as  an  agent,  of  which  there  are  two  distinct 
classes,  and  no  more.  The  first  is  where  the  owner,  with 
the  intention  of  sale,  has  in  any  way  parted  with  the  actual 
property  of  his  goods  with  his  own  consent,  though  under 
such  circumstances  of  fraud  or  error  as  would  make  that 
consent  revocable,  rescind  the  sale,  and  authorize  the 
recovery  of  the  goods  as  against  such  vendee.     But  if  the 
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property  passes  into  the  hands  of  honest  purchasers,  the 
first  owner  must  bear  the  loss.  The  other  class  of  cases  is 
where  the  owner  '  has  given  the  external  indicia  of  the 
right  of  disposing  of  his  property,'  or  by  exhibiting  to  the 
world  a  third  person  as  having  power  to  sell  or  dispose  of 
them." 

I  do  not  think  that  the  two  classes  of  cases  mentioned 
by  the  learned  senator  can  be  strictly  considered  as  excep- 
tions to  the  universal  and  fnndamental  principles  of  law, 
that  no  man  can  be  divested  of  his  property  without  his 
own  consent  or  act,  or  by  operation  of  law,  nor  does  the 
learned  senator  so  consider  them. 

In  the  case  of  ^sh  agt.  Putnam  (1  M//,  302),  however, 
Justice  CowEN  seems  to  consider  the  first  class  as  an  excep- 
tion to  the  general  rule  above  stated.  The  only  exception 
•which  I  find  to  be  established  to  this  fundamental  principle 
is  in  respect  to  money  and  negotiable  instruments. 

When  the  owner  is  induced  by  fraud  or  false  representa- 
tions to  part  with  his  goods,  he  may  reclaim  them.  This 
does  not  proceed  on  the  ground  that  the  property  in  the 
goods  does  not  pass  by  the  sale,  but  that  the  dishonest  pur- 
chaser shall  not  hold  them  against  the  deceived  vendor. 
The  vendor  may  rescind  the  sale  or  not  at  his  election,  but 
in  the  exercise  of  this  election  he  is  governed  by  legal  rules. 
He  must  exercise  it  within  a  reasonable  time.  He  must 
make  restitution  of  what  he  has  received  from  his  vendee, 
and  he  cannot  exercise  it  to  the  prejudice  of  an  honest  and 
fair  purchaser  for  value,  from  the  fraudulent  vendee.  The 
same  rule  in  reference  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  obtains  also 
in  respect  to  real  estate.  And  I  am  not  able,  upon  principle 
or  reason,  to  see  any  diflTerence  whether  the  fraud  or  repre- 
sentations by  which  the  chattels  were  obtained  amount  to 
a  felony  or  not,  so  long  as  the  vendor  intended  to  part  with 
the  property  in  them,  and  the  vendee  was  bound  by  the 
sale.  A  sale  of  chattels  may  be  conditional,  either  as  to 
the  right  of  property  in  them  or  as  to  the  possession. 
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By  the  oivil  law,  delivery  upon  the  sale  of  a  chattel  is 
essential  to  transfer  the  right  of  property  and  perfect  the 
title,  even  as  between  the  vendor  and  vendee.  But  by  the 
common  law,  the  contract  of  sale  of  personal  property 
without  delivery  or  the  payment  of  the  price,  transfers,  as 
between  the  parties,  the  right  of  property  in  the  thing 
(CHtfphant  agt  Baker,  5  Denio  R.  379). 

Ghanoellor  Ebnt,  in  his  CommenCariei^BAyB :  '^  When  the 
terms  of  the  sale  are  agreed  on  and  the  bargain  is  struck^ 
and  everything  Uie  seller  has  to  do  with  the  goods  is  com- 
plete, the  contract  of  sale  becomes  absolute  as  between 
the  parties  without  actual  payment  or  delivery,  and  the 
property  and  risk  of  accident  to  the  goods  vests  in  the 
buyer.  He  is  entitled  to  the  goods  on  payment  or  tender 
of  the  price,  and  not  otherwise,  when  nothing  is  said  at  the 
sale  as  to  the  time  of  delivery  or  the  time  of  payment. 
For  though  the  vendee  acquires  aright  of  property  by  the 
contract  of  sale,  he  does  not  acquire  a  right  of  possession 
of  the  goods  until  he  pays  or  tenders  the  price  "  {2d  vol- 
ume,  492). 

When  the  right  of  property  passes  to  the  vendee,  but 
not  the  right  of  possession,  the  possession  may  be  delivered 
conditionally,  so  that  the  vendor  can  as  against  the  vendee, 
rescind  the  sale  or  enforce  his  lien  if  the  price  is  not  paid 
according  to  the  condition.  But  he  cannot  in  such  case  do 
so  to  the  prejudice  of  a  hcmaJOe  purchaser  for  value  from  his 
vendee.  {Ekggerty  agt.  Ptdmer,  6  John.  Ch.  R.  437 ;  Bwk 
figt.  GrimJtaw,  1  Edwards  Ch.  K  140 ;  Smith  agt.  LyneSy  1 
Stlden's  R.  41.) 

It  is  also  well  settled  that  a  sale  and  delivery  of  chattels 
on  condition  that  the  right  of  property  in  them  is  not  to 
vest  in  the  vendee  until  the  purchase  money  is  paid  or 
secured,  does  not  pass  the  right  of  property  to  the  vendee 
until  the  condition  is  performed.  (Herring  agt.  Hoppockj 
15  JV:  F.  A.  409  ;  Herring  agt.  WiUard,  2  Sand.  418;  Strong 
agt.  Tayhr,  2  HiU^  326  ;  Patton  agt.  McCaw,  15  £.  Mmroe, 
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[Ky.]  555 ;  Coggill  agt.  Hartford  fy  JVeto  Haiotn  R.  R.  Z 
Grayt  645 ;  Copeland  agt.  Bosquet,  4  Washington  C.  C.  IL 
588.) 

In  such  case,  when  the  contract  is  entered  into  in  good 
faith,  and  for  the  sole  purpose  apparent  on  its  face,  and 
without  any  design  to  give  the  vendee  by  the  possession 
of  the  property  a  false  credit,  or  to  enable  him  to  impose 
npon  innocent  persons,  it  is  impossible  by  a  sound  coarse 
Cif  reasoning  to  establish  the  proposition  that  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  from  such  possessor  can  obtain  a  superior  title 
to  that  of  the  true  owner. 

The  possession  is  under  a  contract  for  sale  and  not  of 
sale.  The  possessor  has  no  title,  and  only  a  bare  right  of 
possession.  He  is  the  bailee  of  the  vendor.  The  mere 
possession,  as  we  have  already  seen,  does  not  carry  with  it 
an  authority  to  sell.  The  contract  confers  no  such  antho- 
rity,  and  furnishes  no  false  evidence  of  title,  for  his  rights 
appear  upon  its  face.  It  is  difficult  to  see  how,  upon  the 
well  established  principles  of  law^  he  can  convey  to  any 
one  more  than  he  had. 

The  distinction  between  a  conditional  sale,  as  it  respects 
the  right  of  property,  and  a  sale  conditional  only  as  to  the 
possession,  or  a  sale  induced  by  fraud,  is,  that  in  the  former 
there  is  bare  possession  without  any  right  of  property,  in 
the  latter  two  there  is  a  right  of  property  and  also  the 
possession.  This  question  has  been  decided  according  to 
the  views  I  have  expressed,  in  the  following  cases  :  {Patten 
agt.  McCane,  \h  B.  Monroe  A.  555 ;  Coggill  agt.  Hartford 
4r  Jfew  Haven  R.  R.  Co.  3  Gray,  645  ;  Sargent  agt.  Metealf 
5  Gray  R.  306 :  Deshon  agt.  BigehWj  8  Gray  R.  159 ;  see 
also  Copeland  agt.  Bosquet,  4  Washington  C.  C.  R.  688  ;  Skr- 
ring  agt.  WUlard,  2  Sand.  R.  418.) 

In  Steelyards  agt.  Singer  (2  Hilton,  96),  it  was  held  as 
matter  of  law,  that  a  hona  fiAe  purchaser  from  a  vendee  who 
had  but  the  bare  possession  under  a  contract  in  which  no 
title  was  to  vest  in  him  until  the  purchase  money  was  paid, 
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obtained  a  superior  title  to  the  tme  proprietor.  The  case 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  well  considered.  The  cases 
cited  are  all  cases  in  which  the  person  from  whom  the  barm 
fide  purchaser  derived  title,  had  the  right  of  property  as 
well  as  the  possession  of  the  goods.  The  learned  judge 
who  delivered  the  opinion  in  Steelyards  agt.  Singer,  did  not 
seem  to  establish  the  exception  which  he  made  in  that  case 
to  the  general  and  well  established  principle  that  no  man 
can  be  deprived  of  his  property,  except  by  his  own  consept 
or  voluntary  act,  and  that  no  one  can  transfer  to  another 
a  better  title  than  he  has  himself,  upon  the  exigencies  of 
trade  or  currency,  but  upon  the  ground  that  the  article  in 
question  (a  sewing  machine)  has  become  an  ordinary  house- 
hold chattel.  We  do  not  approve  of  the  reasoning,  nor  of 
the  exception.  Exceptions  to  general  rules  or  principles, 
should  never  be  sanctioned,  except  upon  the  most  cogent 
necessity  and  reason ;  they  should  be  supported  by  general 
considerations,  and  not  merely  upon  individual  cases  of 
hardship.  They  multiply  uncertainties  and  increase  litiga- 
tion. Efforts  have  been  made  by  counsel  to  establish 
exceptions  to  the  general  principle  of  law  in  respect  to  the 
transfer  of  property  in  chattels,  in  favor  of  the  honest  pur- 
chaser for  a  valuable  consideration,  from  him  to  whom  the 
true  owner  had  entrusted  the  mere  possession  of  his  goods 
on  the  ground  of  the  exigencies  of  trade,  and  on  the  further 
ground  that  when  one  of  two  innocent  persons  must  suffer, 
the  loss  should  fall  upon  him  who  has  entrusted  the  pos- 
session of  his  goods  to  a  third  person,  and  thus  furnished 
him  with  the  appearance  of  ownership,  than  upon  an  inno- 
cent purchaser  from  such  third  person,  who  had  purchased 
and  parted  with  his  money  upon  the  faith  of  such  appear- 
ances. 

But  the  courts  of  England  and  of  this  state  have  decided 
again  and  again  that  no  such  exceptions,  with  the  single 
one  of  money  and  negotiable  instruments,  exist.  Where 
the  owner  has  been  guilty  of  negligence,  or  done  any  act 
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beyond  that  of  8implj  entrusting  the  possession  of  his 
goods  to  another,  by  which  such  person  has  been  aided  in 
perpetrating  the  fraud  upon  the  innocent  purchaser,  the 
title  of  the  latter  will  prevail  over  that  of  the  true  owner. 
I  believe  that  the  rules  of  law,  as  they  are  established,  fur- 
nish  a  better  security  of  the  rights  of  property,  and  are  less 
productive  of  frauds  than  they  would  be  if  the  exceptions 
of  which  I  am  speaking  were  engrafted  upon  them.  The 
carelessness  and  irregularities  which  even  now  oftentimes 
characterize  mercantile  transactions,  would  greatly  increase, 
and  the  maxim  "  be  careful  purchaser,"  would  no  longer 
exist. 

The  value  of  personal  chattels  would  be  greatly  depre- 
ciated if  the  right  to  entrust  their  possession  to  others  did 
not  exist  as  an  element  of  proprietorship.  The  necessities 
and  exigencies  of  commerce,  about  which  so  much  is  said, 
require  that  agents,  bailees  and  others,  should  be  entrusted 
with  the  possession  of  chattels,  and  if  the  principles  of 
law,  to  which  I  have  alluded,  should  be  broken  in  upon,  it 
would  not  only  open  wide  the  doors  of  fraud,  and  place  the 
owner  at  the  mercy  of  every  one  who  should  have  the  pos- 
session of  his  goods,  but  would  also  under  the  temptation 
of  a  good  bargain,  lead  the  purchaser  to  disregard  the 
wholesome  caution  inculcated  by  the  maxim  caveat  emptor^ 
and  which,  if  felt,  would  probably  have  led  to  the  discovery 
of  the  truth. 

But  it  is  not  necessary  to  speculate  as  to  consequences. 
It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  declare  the  law  as  it  finds  it, 
and  not  to  legislate.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  by  the 
contract  of  sale  between  the  defendant  and  Griffin,  and  the 
delivery  of  the  com  upon  the  order  of  the  defendant,  the 
property  in  the  com  passed  from  the  defendant  to  Griffin, 
and  that  the  defendant  delivered  the  possession  of  it  con- 
ditionally, or  reserved  a  lien  upon  it  for  the  purchase  price. 
It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the 
words  **  subject  to  my  order  until  paid  for,"  upon  the  fkce 
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of  the  deliverj  order,  mean  that  the  right  of  property  was 
not  to  pass  until  the  price  of  the  com  was  paid,  and  are 
equivalent  to,  *'  the  title  to  the  corn  is  not  to  pass  until  paid 
for."  But  we  think  not.  The  com  after  the  deliverj  was 
at  the  risk  of  Griffin.  If  it  had  been  injured  or  destroyed 
before  Thursday  by  any  casualty,  the  loss  would  have  fallen 
upon  Griffin.  The  bargain  was  stmck,  the  statute  of  firauds 
was  satisfied,  and  the  property  in  the  com  vested  in  Griffin, 
subject  to  the  '*  order,"  i  6.,  control,  direction,  lien  of 
defendant  until  paid  for. 

We  therefore  are  of  the  opinion  that  Griffin  had  the  right 
of  property  in  the  com  as  well  as  the  possession  of  it,  and 
could  transfer  as  against  the  defendant,  the  right  of  pro- 
perty in  the  com  by  a  perfect  title  to  a  purchaser  in  good 
faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  in  the  usaal  course 
of  trade.  The  plaintiffs  in  good  faith  made  advances  to 
Griffiin  upon  the  strength  of  the  corn,  by  accepting  his  draft 
upon  them.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  a  sufficient  transfer 
and  delivery  of  the  com  was  made  to  the  plaintiffs  before 
the  defendant  retook  it. 

The  defendant  had  done  noUiing  to  induce  the  plaintiffs 
to  accept  the  draft  of  Griffin,  and  as  I  understand  the  law, 
an  actual  or  constructive  delivery  of  the  corn  to  the  plain- 
tiffs was  necessary  to  confer  upon  them  superior  rights  in 
the  com  to  the  defendant.  When  an  actual  delivery  is 
impossible,  it  may  be  made  symbolically,  or  constructively, 
as  of  goods  on  ships  at  sea,  by  an  indorsement  of  the  bill 
of  lading.  It  is  now  well  settled  that  bills  of  lading  and 
other  documents  of  a  similar  nature,  have  not  the  character 
of  negotiability,  and  that  the  indorsement  and  transfer  of 
them  are  merely  evidence  of  sale,  and  as  a  symbolical 
delivery  "  operates  no  farther  than  a  direct  delivery  of 
the  goods  would  have  done  "  {Jfote  by  American  editors  to 
Lickbarrow  agt.  Masoriy  1  SmitVs  Leading  Cases^  890). 

The  instmment  which  Van  Buren  gave  to  Griffin  was  not 
strictly  speaking  a  bill  of  lading.     Van  Buren  had  no  inter- 
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est  in  the  canal  boat,  he  had  not  even  chartered  it.  He 
loaded  the  corn  upon  the  boat  and  took  a  regular  bill  of 
lading,  signed  by  the  captain,  for  the  delivery  of  the  com 
to  Silliman,  Matthews  &  Co.,  at  Troy,  for  himself.  This 
he  probably  did  to  perform  his  undertaking  with  Griffin  to 
forward  or  carry  the  com  to  New  York.  The  instrament 
Van  Buren  gave  to  Griffin  is  in  the  form  of  a  bill  of  lading, 
but  is  not  signed  by  the  owner  or  master  of  the  boat.  It 
was  the  acknowledgment  given  by  Van  Buren  of  his  receipt 
of  the  com  from  Griffin,  to  be  transported  to  the  city  of 
New  York,  and  there  to  be  delivered  to  Griffin,  and  of  the 
measure  of  his  compensation.  It  was  the  only  document 
Griffin  received.  It  was  indorsed  and  delivered  by  Griffin 
to  White's  bank  as  a  symbol  of  the  com,  while  it  was  in 
transit,  and  by  the  bank  to  the  plaintiffs.  We  are  of  the 
opinion  that  this  instmment  is  such  a  symbol,  the  delivery 
of  which,  under  the  circumstances,  was  equivalent  to  an 
actual  delivery  of  the  com,  and  that  there  was  a  sufficient 
delivery  of  the  com  to  the  bank  and  to  the  plaintiffs. 
{Gibion  agt.  Stevens,  8  Haw*  U.  &  J2.  384 ;  Bank  of  Roches-^ 
ter  agt.  Janes,  4  Camstock,  497.) 

The  court  upon  the  trial  was  asked  to  decide  that  the 
recovery  in  the  action  between  the  defendant  as  plaintiff 
and  Wendt  as  defendant,  was  a  bar  to  this  action.  The 
court  refused,  and  the  defendant  excepted. 

This  precise  question  was  decided  in  the  supreme  court 
in  this  district  at  general  term,  in  May,  1856,  in  the  suit 
of  Kimberly  agt.  Patching  according  to  the  ruling  at  the 
special  term.  We  feel  ourselves  bound  by  that  decision, 
and  refer  to  the  elaborate  opinion  of  Justice  Greene  deliv- 
ered on  that  occasion.  The  court  also  properly  refused 
'^  to  decide  the  taking  and  retaining  of  the  corn  by  the 
defendant  under  the  papers  in  the  action  brought  by  him, 
as  aforesaid,  did  not  subject  him  to  this  action ''  {^Shiptfkan 
agt.  Clark,  4  Dento,  446). 

Judgment  must  be  entered  upon  the  verdict^ 
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Reported  in  21th  Hm.  97. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case,  after  unconditional 
judgment. 

Tbu  case  as  above  reported,  holds  that  <'  4U  an  original  queition,*^  it  is  dear 
that  the  entry  qfjudpnent  on  a  Terdiot^  forms  no  bar  to  a  motion  at  special  term 
for  a  new  trial  on  a  eate,  whether  it  be  entered  to  stand  as  seonritjr  or  not. 

And  the  anthorities  holding  to  the  contrary,  thoagh  regarded  as  perhaps  bind- 
ing antil  reversed,  are  disapproved  by  the  general  term  in  the  eighth  district  in 
deciding  tliis  case — Jndge  Gbotse  writing  the  opinion. 

In  a  note  at  the  foot  of  the  case  as  reported  in  37  Boward,  the  reporter  adds: 
<<  It  is  proposed  in  a  future  number  to  famish  a  critical  review  of  all  the  reported 
cases  on  the  question,  chronologically  arranged,  and  to  show  that  vnder  the  Oode 
as  it  now  stands,  the  authorities  ore  not  in  reality  in  conflict  with  the  doctrine 
above  enunciated,  etc.* 

The  authorities  cited  but  disapproved  in  Judge  Gbotbb's  opinion  as  in  oonfliot 
with  the  doctrine  contended  for,  are  as  follows :  Jaekgon  agt.  Faeait,  17  Hew, 
453;  Morange  agt.  Morris,  20  How.  858;  Jackeon  agt.  Faent,  again,  21  Haw, 
280,  and  Soverhill  agt.  Post,  22  How.  ZB6. 

The  ease  of  Jackson  agt.  Fassit,  17  How.  453,  was  decided  at  the  Kew  Tork  spe- 
cial term,  held  by  Justice  Roobeyblt,  in  January,  1859;  and  Jackson  agt.  Fas^ 
sit,  21  How.  280,  was  the  same  case  on  appeal  from  Judge  Roosbyklt^b  order  to 
the  general  term,  held  by  Justices  Glbrke,  Sutbebla.ni>  and  lyoRXHAir,  in  Jnne> 
1861.  On  examination  of  the  case  as  reported  at  special  term,  it  appears  that  the 
learned  judge  concedes  that  the  motion  may  be  made  after  judgment  where  it  is 
entered  as  security,  and  that  while  he  argues  that  in  other  cases  only  the  judgs  at 
circuit  can  hear  such  a  motion,  snd  that  before  judgment,  yet  in  the  case  before  him 
he  does  decide  the  motion  on  the  merits  as  well  as  on  the  question  of  jorisdiotion. 
It  may  be  added  that  the  opinion  does  not  profess  to  go  fully  into  the  question,  or 
review  the  authorities  or  changes  in  the  law,  evidently  (p.  455)  postponing  or  del- 
egating that  duty  to  the  general  term,  to  wliich  it  is  rather  taken  for  granted  an 
appeal  will  be  brought. 

At  the  general  term,  while  the  court  express  a  concnrrence  with  the  special  term 
on  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  ^et  it  is  done  rather  on  a  onnory  view  of  the  pointy 
and  without  much  apparent  researoh,  the  court  proceeding  Immediately  to  a  MX 
examination  and  decision  of  the  motion  on  the  merits,  resting  their  jurisdiction  on 

*  It  is  proper  to  state  that  this  Notb,  referred  to  in  27  How.  97,  was  made  at 
the  suggestion  of  F.  K.  Comwell,  Esq.,  of  Buffalo,  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  the 
ease  of  Tucker  agt.  White,  there  reported,  with  the  assurance  that  he  would  make 
good  its  statements,  having  had  the  question  under  examination  in  that  case.  By 
the  present  Notb,  we  think  Mr.  Comwell  has  very  Ailly  and  ably  redeemed  his 
promise.  The  space  given  to  it  could  not,  in  our  judgment,  be  occupied  with  a 
more  interesting  and  useful  question  of  practice. .--Rep. 
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the  propOBiti<m  that  making  and  Miring  a  oasa  and  exceptions^  and  attaching  it  to 
the  reeord  is  tquivaUtU  to  a  notioe  of  appeal  from  the  judgment. 

Without  diareipeot  to  the  learned  judges  who  dalivered  these  ofHnions*  it  maj 
well  he  said  that  the  two  eases  are  hardly  insurmountable  authority  on  the  point 
in  question^  inasmueh  us  the  point  was  not  neeessarily  involTod  in  thedeeidon,  the 
ease  being  finally  put  on  other  grounds. 

The  next  ease  referred  to  by  Judge  Qboyxr,  is  Morang€  agt.  Marrii  30  How, 
25T.  That  was  a  motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  on  a  rer- 
dlet  to  general  term,  upon  the  ground  that  by  the  terms  of  section  2d6  of  the  Code 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  a  ease  or  bill  of  exceptions  must  be  first  heard  and  de- 
cided at  cirouit  or  special  term,  and  could  not,  as  was  sought  to  be  done  there,  be 
heard  in  the  first  instance  at  general  term,  without  a  direction  te  that  effect  by 
the  judge  at  the  trial,  which  in  that  ease  had  not  been  obtained.  This  was  the 
onlx  point  in  the  ease,  i.  s.  whether  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  exceptions  could 
be  made  at  the  general  term  in  the  flnt  instenee  without  a  direction  to  that  effect 
by  the  circuit  judge;  and  Judge  fioaxBOOM  shows  rery  dearly  that  it  oan  be  done 
M  aim  Appeal  from  th$judgtMiU,  by  virtne  of  sections  278, 281  and  S48  of  the  Code, 
the  bill  of  exceptions  being  attached  to  the  record.  And  the  learned  judge  takes 
eeeasion  to  show  to  what  eoMta  the  prohibition  or  imperatire  language  of  section 
255  was  meant  to  apply,  and  in  the  course  of  his  examination  adopts  the  theory 
that  it  applies  only  to  a  rcTiew  of  a  verdict  and  trial  6</bre  judgment.  It  was 
enough  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  the  case  before  him,  to  establish  that  sec- 
tion 265  did  not  prohibit  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  exceptions  on  appeal  Arom  the 
judgment,  the  bill  of  exceptions  being  attached  to  the  record.  The  question  con- 
sidered in  Tucker  agt.  White  wta  not  before  him  for  decision,  and  the  ease  is 
therefore  not  authority  on  that  point;  certainly  not  therefore  an  Insurmountable 
case  when  It  is  shown  that  as  applied  to  that  point  his  reasoning  is  unsound,  or 
that  he  orerlooked  the  old  praotice  and  the  present  rules  in  respect  to  motions  for 
new  trial  on  a  case  after  judgment. 

In  SovcrMUagt.  Poet,  22  How.  393,  the  next  case  referred  to  by  Judge  Gbotxb, 
it  was  held  that  "  where  a  regular  judgment  has  been  entered  by  plaintiff  on  a  ver- 
dict in  his  favor,  and  judgment  roll  filed,  and  subsequently  defendant  moves  to  set 
•side  the  judgment  and  verdict  for  alleged  improprietiee  of  the  judge  and  jury  be- 
fore whom  the  cause  was  tried,  which  motion  is  denied,  reserving  to  the  defendant 
the  liberty  to  move  for  a  new  trial  on  a  caee  as  though  such  judgment  had  not 
been  perfected,  and  subsequently  the  defendant  moves  at  special  term  for  a  new 
trial  on  a  case,  which  motion  is  denied :  held  that  the  defendant  cannot  appeal  to 
the  general  term  from  the  order  denying  the  latter  motion,  the  judgment  in  the 
meantime  standing  as  a  final  judgment  and  not  appealed  from. 

This  decision  was  made  at  Albany  general  term  in  March,  1801. 

On  the  preeeding  page  (386)  of  the  same  volume  (22  How.),  is  the  case  of  Pum- 
pelly  agt.  The  Village  qf  Owego,  in  which  the  Broome  general  term  in  January, 
1862,  decide  the  same  point  the  other  way,  the  only  difference  being  that  in  the  lat- 
ter ease  judgment  was  entered  q^er  the  order  denying  new  trial,  but  d^ors  the 
appeal  from  it. 

Laying  out  of  view  the  eonfUot  between  the  two  cases  thus  cited,  it  will  be  seen 
on  looking  at  the  opinion  in  Soverhill  agt.  Post,  that  the  case  teas  heard  and  deci- 
ded on  the  merUe;  and  that  on  the  question  of  jurisdiction  the  court  only  said  <<  it 
would  SMfle"  that  the  preliminary  objection  on  the  point  of  practice  was  well  token. 
It  seems  dear  therefore  that  Judge  Grovxb  pays  quite  too  much  deference  to  thU 
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0M0  alfo  M  aothoiity,  fiooe  the  wmxi,  wiUumt  ezuniiiationy  dmply  glTM  lU  im- 
pressions on  a  point  not  neeessary  to  the  decision  of  a  case  already  diipoaad  of 
against  the  motion  on  the  merits. 

These  are  all  the  oases  referred  to  by  Judge  Gbotbb  as  making  up  the  enrront 
of  opposing  authority,  no  one  of  them  being  decided  or  disposed  of  on  the  point  ia 
qaestion,  and  there  being  in  no  one  of  them  any  attempt  by  the  court  to  gira  the 
point  a  critical  examination. 

Ihe  oovnsel  for  plftintiiT  in  Tuek^  agt.  WkU€9  cites  one  other  case :  Ow%tff 
agt.  SmUhMh  7  Botw.  400.  It  must  be  conceded  that  in  that  case>  the  point  wu 
directly  involved  and  passed  upon.  But  the  decision  is  based  npon  a  most  citqm- 
oos  assomption  by  the  court  as  to  what  the  former  practice  had  been,  a«  wilt  be 
seen  by  the  laigaage  used  in  the  opinion^  which  is  as  follows : 

''  The  order  refosing  snch  new  trial  after  Judgment,  wasdearly  correct.  By  the 
practice  as  it  stood  before  the  Oodc,  the  rule  for  judgment  was  conditional^  oaleBB 
cause  should  be  shown  within  four  days  after  the  verdict;  the  moUonfora  aew 
trial  was  required  to  be  made  within  that  time,  unless  it  was  enlarged  by  an  order 
of  the  court;  if  the  judgment  was  once  entered,  no  new  trial  could  be  allowed^  evea 
on  newly  disooTcred  evidence,  {Jaekmm  agt.  CKaee,  16  /.  Ji.  854) ;  and  this  prU^ 
e^U  remained  iinditturbed  '•ntU  the  tinu  qf  the  adoption  qf  the  Code ;  a  judgment 
once  entered  could  not  be  overleaped  to  get  at  a  verdict  upon  which  it  was  found- 
ed. The  a04th  section  of  the  Code,  subdivision  one,  requires  the  clerk  of  the  court 
to  enter  the  Judgment  in  an  action  upon  receiving  the  verdict,  and  in  conformity 
therewith,  when  no  different  direction  is  giren  by  the  court;  no  other  change  is 
made  ia  the  practice;  such  order  of  the  special  term  must  therefore  be  affirmed 
with  costs.'' 

Kow  so  (kr  from  its  being  true  that  "  thie  principle  remained  nndietwhedwatU 
the  ttmc  qf  tAc  adoptionqfthe  Code^'*  we  have  shown  in  82  How.  at  page  100,  that 
f^om  1833  to  1848  at  least,  a  period  of  10  years,  it  was  the  settled  practice  of  the 
court  to  entertain  motions  for  new  trial  on  a  case  t^ter  Judgment,  and  to  set  aside 
the  judgment  and  grant  restitution  if  collected.  That  under  the  Oode  of  1848,  and 
rules  of  the  court,  that  practice  was  not  disturbed  by  any  express  law  or  rule. 
That  in  1840  (Code  qf  1849,  sec.  S06),  the  four-day  rule  and  stay  of  proceedings 
was  revived.  But  that  that  practice  lasted  only  two  years,  and  was  abrogated  i& 
1861  in  part,  and  wholly  abrogated  in  1858.    (28  How.  pp.  104, 106.) 

We  feel  warranted  therefore  in  saying  that  the  court  in  deciding  the  case  ia  7 
Boaworth,  fell  into  an  error  in  regard  to  the  practice  and  rules  on  this  subject  as 
fbrmerly  established,  and  in  assuming  the  continuance  of  the  rule  in  16  J.  R.  264, 
down  to  the  time  of  the  Code.  And  such  erroneous  assumption  being  the  avowed 
basis  of  their  decision,  it  seems  fair  to  say  that  that  decision  also  is  not  an  insur- 
mountable authority  in  the  way  of  settling  tbe  rule  of  practice  as  Judge  Gaovaa 
admits  it  should  be  settled,  but  for  the  supposed  current  of  authority  the  other 
way. 

The  foregoing  are  all  the  cases  relied  on  by  plaintiff  in  Tucker  agt.  White  as 
authority  for  the  proposition  that  the  motion  cannot  be  made  after  unconditional 
Judgment  entered.  The  following  are  also  cited  in  some  of  the  Digeete,  as  beariig 
on  the  question,  and  as  fkvoring  the  doctrine  contended  for  by  the  counsel  for 
Tucker. 

Caee  agt.  Shepherd,  1  JoAiisoii's  Cosst,  846;  decided  in  January,  1800.  Good 
authority  in  its  day  and  under  the  rules  of  1709.  Those  rules  were  abrogated  by 
the  act  of  1832  and  the  rules  of  1883.    But  even  in  that  case  the  notion  was  heard 
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avtviikitaaduig  tibe judgment,  OB  the graiUMl  thftfe oovBfdl  hsdouidt  ^ibmmin 

good  fftithy  and  had  nuBapprehended  the  mle, 

JtuJwmmgi.  Ckace^  16  JoAm.  8M;  deeided  in  Angnet,  1818;  alio  uder  tiia 
noir  abvogafeed  rale  <d  1799.  The  whole  opinion  ia  as  foUows:  <<P«*  CWvimi.  ▲ 
noMon  for  a  new  trial  mnet  be  made  within  the  first  foor  days  of  the  tenn,  and  he* 
lave  judgment  is  perfeeted,  vnleBs  an  order  io  stay  proeeedings  on  the  Teidiot  hat 
hesa  obtained,  whieh  operates  as  an  enlargement  of  the  rnle  of  foor  dagri.  In  no 
oaee  has  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  been  heard  after  a  judgment  has  been  rsgnlarlj 
parfeeted.  Choease  of  iSA^p*«rtf  arose  soon  nfter  the  present  rnles  nnd  erdwi  of 
the  eonrt  were  made;  and  the  court,  mider  the  partienlar  eiroamstanees  of  tha 
ease,  of  an  alleged  misapprehension  of  the  meaning  of  the  rale  of  Jnna^iy  teroia 
1799,  aUowed  the  motion  to  be  made.    JCof^M  ^snlaii." 

Oron^agt.  Jtooe,  %  Cow.  364;  dedded  in  October,  1834;  also  nnder  the  abtog»t<^ 
•d  role  of  1799.  But  here  also,  as  the  oonxt  said  there  was  probable  cause  for  % 
new  trial,  and  covaeel  had  misapprehsoded  the  rale,  they  allowed  the  motion  to  be 
made  notwithstanding  the  perfected  jndgment. 

neee  are  all  the  caws  we  have  been  able  to  find  firom  1799  to  1832.  After 
wvrking  under  tins  role  for  thirty-three  years,  bat  seldom  enfoioing  it,  (twice  on| 
of  tiiree  times  it  was  disregarded  or  relaxed  by  the  ooort  as  we  hare  see^)  and 
finding  it  worked  badly  the  legislatiire  interf eied,  and  in  1833  passed  the  act  fully 
set  forth  in  27  How.  100,  under  which  an  entirely  new  pctfotice  and  new  rules  on 
tUs  subject  wem  inaugurated  {Ed.  qf  BmIu  itf  1837,  f.W\Gr,Pr.U  Ed.  p, 
037  to  640)  and  continued  for  slKieen  years,  ifown  to  <Ae  Codls  (|f  1848.  Inthaft 
Code,  we  see  some  traces  of  a  disposition  to  roTiTe  the  four-dny  rale,  in  MctioM 
tl9  and  280,  whieh  are  as  foUowa: 

«'§  219.  Upon  reoeiring  a  verdict,  the  court  shall  direct  an  entry  to  be  mAde, 
^edfying  the  time  and  the  place  of  the  trial,  the  names  of  the  juron  »nd  witt 
nesses,  the  venUot,  and  either  the  judgment  to  be  rendered  thereon,  or  mi  order 
that  the  case  be  resosred  for  argument  or  fiurther  consideration.'* 

<'§  220.  Judgment  shall  be  entered  by  the  clerk,  in  conformity  to  the  ▼erdict, 
alter  the  expiration  of  four  days,  unlem  the  oourt  order  the  case  to  beiuserved  for 
argument  or  further  consideration." 

The  next  year,  1840,  the  Code  was  cztensiyely  amended  and  enlarged,  so  th»t 
theee  sections,  219  and  220,  became  sections  264  and  266;  but  the  only  changes 
nmde  in  these  sections  were  in  220,  by  inserting  the  words  ^^VBikich  ikaU  b$Jhwl'* 
between  ^*  Tcrdict "  and  *< after,''  and  adding  to  the  section  at  the  end  the  words, 
*' or  grant  a  ttay  qfproct$ding$i»  so  that  in  the  Code  of  1849,  section  219  (264) 
lead  as  before,  and  section  220  (266)  read  as  follows: 

'^§266.  Judgment  shall  be  entered  by  the  derk,  in  conformity  to  the  Tcrdiet, 
which  $kaU  hejnal  qftor  ths  txpiration  qffour  dtya,  unless  the  court  or  a  judge 
thereof  order  the  case  to  be  res^rred  for  argoment  or  l^urther  consideration^  or 
groaf  a  stay  qfproc$eding8,'* 

As  no  ftirther  change  was  made  until  1861,  it  will  be  proper  to  examine  here  tbe 
desisions  made  on  this  point  under  the  Codes  of  1848  and  1840,  as  reported. 

JBa//agt.  T%e  Syracicte  and  Utica  R.  R.  Co.  (6  How.  108)  was  decided  at  Mad- 
ison special  term  in  October,  1861,  having  been  tried  at  December  circuit  in  I860. 
The  marginal  note  is  this :  "  A  justice  of  this  oourt,  at  special  term,  has  power  to 
hear  and  deddc  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  is  against 
oTidenee.  But  the  case  must  bo  reserved  under  §  264,  or  the  prooeedingB  be  stayed 
under  §  266.  If  thejudgmtrU  is  svff^td  to  hMomeJinul  under  the  li^t^r  peptiopi 
Vov  XXVITJ.  6 
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tha  motion  oaanot  be  entortainod.  The  oonrt  dto  Droz  »gt.  Lak^ff  9f  Ptne,  t 
8an4f»  681,  with  approbation. 

Droz  agt.  Iiofeey  4r  Pim,  2  <9«fi4f.  681,  wa«  decided  at  tpeeial  tenn  of  Kew 
York  ffnperior  oonrt,  Jannaiy  19, 1860,  marginal  note  m  follows :  **  A  party  ob- 
taining a  Terdiot,  is  not  bonnd  to  wait  four  days  before  entering  and  peifeoting  hit 
judgment.  The  four  days  mentioned  in  the  Code,  after  wliieh  judgment  beeomee 
final,  are  intended  to  enable  the  losing  party  to  obtain  a  stay  of  prooeedings  in  re- 
ferenoe  to  a  ease.  If  he  obtain  an  order  staying  prooeedings  within  the  four  days, 
he  may  move  to  set  aside  the  verdict  as  against  evidence,  nohoUMamding  th^  sfllff 
qfjudgm^nt.** 

CoWfis  agt.  Tlu  ilXhafiy  and  St^VMCtady  R.  R.  Co.,  6  Hmo.  436,  decided  by 
Albany  general  term  in  May,  1861,  held  that,  «<  An  appeal  wiU  not  lie  in  the  first 
instance  to  the  general  term,  upon  a  case  containing  questions  of faei  alone,  Ap- 
plioation  for  a  new  trial  muBt  first  be  made  at  the  special  term."  The  cause  had 
been  tried  at  tite  Albany  drcnit  in  March,  1860 ;  verdict  f  11,000.  Judgment  en- 
tered and  case  attached  to  record,  containing  no  exceptions,  and  defendant  ap- 
pealed to  general  term,  oomplaining  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence.  The 
court  dismissed  the  appeal,  without  pr^udice  to  the  right  of  the  defendants  to  ap- 
ply for  a  new  trial  at  special  term. 

These  cases  are  suflicient  to  show  how  the  courts  construed  the  Codes  of  1848  and 
1840.  The  ea^ry  (ff  judgment  did  not  prevent  the  motion.  Indeed  it  was  the  duty' 
of  the  clerk  to  enter  the  judgment  on  ths  verdUSty  under  the  Code  of  1849,  in  all 
cases.  But  it  did  not  become  final  until  four  days  had  elapsed.  A  case  made 
within  that  time,  or  a  stay  within  that  time  and  case  within  the  stay,  was  all  that 
was  necessary  to  warrant  the  making  of  the  motion,  notwithstanding  judgment 
was  entered. 

In  1861  sections  S64  and  266  were  amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows : 

<<  §  264.  Upon  receiving  a  verdict,  the  clerk  shall  make  an  entry  in  his  minutes, 
specifying  the  time  and  place  of  the  trial,  the  names  of  the  jurors  and  wit- 
nesses, the  verdict,  and  either  the  judgment  to  be  rendered  thereon,  or  an  order 
that  the  cause  be  reserved  for  argument  or  Airther  consideration.  The  justice  try- 
ing the  cause  may,  in  his  discretion,  and  upon  such  terms  as  may  be  just,  staj 
the  entry  of  judgment  and  farther  proceedings,  until  the  hearing  and  final  decision 
of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  or  to  set  aside  the  verdict  or  judgment,  upon  the 
grounds  of  surprise  or  irregularity,  or  upon  a  case  or  bill  of  ezeeptiotts." 

**  The  court  shall  have  power  to  order  a  verdict  to  be  entered,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court  thereon.  The  judge  who  tries  the  cause  may,  in  his  discre- 
tion, entertain  a  motion  to  be  made  on  his  minutes  to  set  aside  a  verdict  and  grant 
a  new  trial  upon  exceptions,  or  as  being  against  evidence,  or  for  insufficient  evi- 
dence, or  for  excessive  damages ;  but  such  motion  in  actions  hereafter  tried,  shall 
only  be  heard  upon  the  minutes  at  the  same  term  or  circuit  at  which  the  trial  is 
had,  and  if  not  heard  at  the  same  term  or  circuit  in  actions  hereafter  tried,  the 
motion  must  be  made  upon  a  case  or  bill  of  exceptions,  or  upon  appeal.  When 
such  motion  is  heard  and  decided  upon  the  minutes  of  the  judge,  an  appeal  may  be 
taken  from  such  decision,  and  in  case  of  appeal,  a  case  or  bill  of  exceptions  must 
be  prepared  and  settled  in  the  usual  form,  and  upon  which  case  or  bill  of  excep- 
tions the  argument  of  the  appeal  must  be  had." 

**  After  the  trial  of  a  cause,  either  party  may.  In  the  manner  prescribed  by  law 
luyl  the  rules  of  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  pending,  make  and  settle  a  case  or 
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bin  of  ezoeptiona,  whioh  when  aettled  shall  be  filed,  and  when  filed  after  Jadgmenty 
ahall  be  attached  to  and  beoome  a  part  of  the  Judgment  roll." 

*<  §  2A5.  Motions  for  a  new  trial  on  a  ease  or  bill  of  ezoeptions,  motionf  for 
judgment  on  a  speoial  yerdiot  or  case  reseired  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  oonrty 
■hall  is  the  first  instance  be  heard  and  decided  at  a  special  term,  unless  the  justice 
trying  the  canse  shall  direct  it  to  be  heard  in  the  first  instanee  at  a  general  term. 
If  each  order  is  granted,  directing  it  to  be  heard  at  a  general  term,  such  motion 
may  then  be  noticed  and  brought  on  to  argument  by  either  party  at  a  general 
term  of  such  court,  and  the  court  shall  hear  and  decide  the  same.'* 

The  most  noticeable  jamendments  appear  to  be — 

1.  Dropping  altogether  the  proviaion  making  judgment  final  after  four  days; 

S.  Expressly  anthorixing  <<  a  motion  •  •  •  •  to  Mta«uls  the  •  •  • 
judgment  •  •  •  •  vponaeastorbiUt^eaxeptianB."  (Be^fint  paragraph 
qfuc  204.) 

S.  Providing  in  terms,  by  paragraph  S  of  section  264  for  the  making  and  settling 
of  a  case  or  biU  of  ezoeptiona  '^  according  to  law  and.  tjie  rnUa  qf  the  court." 

4.  Ftoriding  in  terms  (sec.  265)  that  motions  for  new  trial  on  a  case  ehaU  be 
first  heard  at  special  term  unless  the  judge  at  the  trial  send  them  to  general  term. 

In  1852  the  legislature  again  amended  sections  264  and  265,  so  as  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

**§  264.  Upon  receiying  a  verdict,  the  clerk  shall  make  an  entry  in  his  mlQutes^ 
specifying  the  time  and  the  place  of  the  trial,  the  names  of  the  jurors  and  wit- 
nesses, the  rerdict,  and  either  the  judgment  rendered  thereon,  or  an  order  that 
the  cause  be  reserved  for  argument  or  further  consideration.  If  a  different  direc- 
tion be  not  given  by  the  court,  the  clerk  must  enter  jud^ent  in  conformity  with 
the  Tortiot.  If  an  exception  be  taken,  it  may  be  reduced  to  writing  at  the  time, 
or  entered  in  the  judge's  minutes  and  afterwards  settled  as  provided  by  the  rules 
of  the  court,  and  then  stated  in  writing  in  a  ease,  or  sepf^ately,  with  so  much  of 
the  evidence  as  may  be  material  to  the  questions  to  be  raised,  but  need  not  be  seal- 
ed or  signed,  nor  need  a  bill  of  exceptions  be  made.  If  the  exceptions  be  in  the 
first  instanee  stated  in  a  case,  and  it  be  afterwards  necessary  to  separi^te  them,  the 
separation  may  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  or  a  judge  thereof.  The 
judge  who  tries  the  cause  may,  in  his  discretion,  entertain  a  motion  to  be  made  on 
his  minutes  to  set  aside  a  verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial  on  exceptions,  or  for  insuf- 
ficient evidence,  or  for  excessive  damages ;  but  such  motion  in  actions  hereafter 
tried,  if  heard  upon  the  minutes,  can  only  be  heard  at  the  same  term  or  circuit  at 
whieh  the  trial  is  had.  When  such  motion  Is  heard,  and  decided  upon  the  min- 
utes of  the  judge,  and  an  appeal  is  taken  f^m  the  decision,  a  case  or  exceptions 
must  be  settled  in  the  usual  form,  upon  which  the  argument  of  the  appeal  must  be 
had." 

**§  265.  A  motion  for  ^  new  trial,  on  a  case  or  exceptions,  or  otherwise,  and  an 
application  for  judgment  on  a  special  verdict  or  case  reserved  for  argument  or 
further  consideration,  must  in  the  first  instance  be  heard  and  decided  at  the  cir- 
cuit or  special  term,  es^eept  that  when  exceptions  are  taken,  the  judge  trying  the 
cause  may  at  the  trial  direct  them  to  be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  a  general 
term,  and  the  judgment  in  the  mean  time  suspended;  and  in  that  case  they  must 
be  there  heard  in  the  first  instance,  and  Judgment  there  given.  And  where  upon 
a  trial  the  case  presents  only  questions  of  law,  the  judge  may  direct  a  verdict  sub- 
ject to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  a  general  term,  and  in  that  case  the  applioivtioa 
for  Judgment  must  be  made  i^t  the  general  term." 
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Kainlj  a  eluage  of  pliraMolofy,  but  making  BtiU  f urUitr  ehangM  whkh  i 
to  denote  mh  immiti»k»ble  pnrpoae  to  retam  to  the  pxaotioe  eziating  under  th« 
l»wofl833. 

1 .  They  dropped  whoUj  the  provifion  for  a  «toy  €f  tniry  of  JudgmeiU,  and  made 
it  imperaiiv  on  the  olerk^  at  the  trial,  to  ''  enter  judgment  in  oonformity  with 
the  rerdiot^''  onlesi  <*  a  different  direetion  be  given  bj  theeonrt."  (Section  S64, 
fttbl.) 

2.  Still  making  it  imperatire  (tee.  265)  that  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  a  eaaa 
be  first  heard  at  speeial  term,  unleee  the  judge  should  send  it  to  general  term  di- 
reoty  but  providiog  that  he  might  do  8o>  toAere  exeeptiom  Vfer$  tdui^,  but  in  that 
ease  (and  here  oomei  in  an  important  change)  thejitdgm§nt  Uto  h€in  th0  mm*- 
tioH  iutpendidi  that  being  no  doubt  ^<the  different  direction"  spoken  of  in  sec- 
tion 264. 

Nothing,  it  seems  to  hb,  could  more  clearly  Indicate  the  intention  to  allow  a 
motion  for  new  trial  on  a  cau  i\ft$rjudgmeni,  for  judgment  nuMt  be  entered  at 
the  trial  on  the  rerdiot,  unless  the  judge  order  otherwise ;  and  the  only  order  other-' 
10W«  he  is  enjoined  to  make  is  << where  exceptions  are  taken"  he  is  to  mupmd 
judgment,  and  send  the  case  to  general  term  in  the  iirst  instance.  That  is,  where 
the  motion  is  on  the  fact,  i.  c  to  set  aside  Terdiot  80  against  evidence^  the  judg 
ment  cannot  be  suspended,  and  the  motion  must  be  made  at  special  term. 

The  nUee  qfthe  court  also  admit  of  no  other  view  of  the  praoUoe.  By  role  84^  a 
case  is  to  be  made  by  the  party  desiring  to  more  to  set  aude  the  yerdiet,  '*  within 
ten  days  after  the  trial  {fhyjury,*^  But  of  what  use  would  be  the  case  if  the  mo- 
tion could  not  be  made  after  judgment  7  For  the  clerk  must  enter  judgment  in 
conformity  with  the  rerdiot,  when  the  rerdict  comes  in.  And  if  we  suppose  costi 
taxed  and  judgment  entered  onnotice,  still  it  is  all  done  in  less  than  ten  days,  only  a 
flye  days'  notice  of  taxation  being  required  in  any  case.  And  there  is  no  proyision 
limiting  the  time  within  which  the  judgment  becomes  final,  and  no  proyision  for 
stay  of  proceedings;  that  is  to  say,  except  the  making  of  the  case  within  the  ten 
days  preyents  the  judgment  becoming  final  in  the  old  sense  of  that  term- 
As  to  the  cases  decided  since  the  amendments  of  1852,  there  are  seyeral  contain- 
ing eUda  thkt  the  motion  cannot  be  made  after  judgment.  But  it  will  be  found  on 
looking  at  them  that  they  all  cite  the  old  practice  under  the  rule  of  1799,  and  then 
assume,  without  examination,  that  no  change  in  the  practice  has  been  made  since* 
Anthony  agt.  Smith,  (4  Boevf.  503,)  is  one  of  these  cases.  On  this  point  tha 
court  say,  "  By  the  settled  practice  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  Code,  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial  could  not  be  made  on  a  case,  or  on  the  ground  of  newly  disooyered  eyi- 
dence  or  surprise,  after  judgment  had  been  regularly  perfected."  Citing  the  old 
case  of  Jaekeon  agt.  Chaee,  (15  J.  R,  354,)  already  noticed,  and  Rapeti/e  agt. 
PHnce,  (4  ffiU,  125,)  and  RooeeiM  agt.  The  Heire  iff  Fidton,  (7  Cow.  107,) 
the  court  then  refer  to  the  act  of  1832,  admitting  that  under  it  a  biU  qf  tsceftione 
(and  they  might  haye  added,  a  case)  could  be  argued  notwithetanding  jytdpneint 
had  heen  perftded,  and  yet  fail  to  apply  it.  And  then  the  court  add :  «  The  prac- 
tice under  the  Code  is  the  same  as  before  it  was  enacted."  Which  of  the  two  sya- 
tems  of  practice  before  the  Code  do  the  court  mean  7  If  the  most  recent,  then 
why  does  not  the  practice  under  the  act  of  1832  now  preyail  7 

Baimu  agt.  Roherte  (  5  Bosio.  73)  is  another  case  to  the  same  point;  and  tht 
same  cases,  15  J.  A.  et  al.  are  cited  as  authority.  Rapelye  agt.  Prince,  (4  HiU, 
125,)  cited  in  both,  simply  holds  that  a  motion  for  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  s«r- 
priee  merely,  cannot  be  made  after  judgment  perfected*    Roosevelt  agt.  The  Heire 
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Toeker  agt.  White. 

i^Fuiton,  (7  Cow.  107,)  also  died  in  both,  wm  prior  to  the  aet  of  188S,  to  wit: 
Hey,  18S7.  Tet  in  that  eaie,  eren  vnder  the  rule  of  1799,  the  jndj^ent  entered 
iras  9aeat§d  beoauee  the  raceenfiil  partj,  irithont  objeeting  to  the  mle,  had  gone 
l&rovgh  with  the  argunent  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  a  new  trial  had  been 
granted. 

On  the  other  liand,  aome  of  the  oasei  decided  under  the  Code  ae  amended  in  1661 
and  1852,  hold  that  the  motion  may  be  made  notwithstanding  judgment  perfboted. 

Men^TMu  agt.  Powell  (6  Bow.  294),  Beoember,  1851,  at  Broome  special 
term :  Judge  SnAirKLAHn,  after  noticing  the  old  rale  (1799)  and  referring  to  4 
Hill,  125,  and  15  J.  R.  864,  says :  **  Bat  by  the  Code,  Judgments  may  be  entered 
in  Taoation  and  are  peremptory.  If,  therefore,  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
l^ovnd  of  a  surprise  or  newly  discovered  eridenoe,  comes  too  late  after  judgment, 
the  defendant  would  practically  be  denied  the  beneilt  of  such  motions  in  all  cases.*' 

Senedid  agt.  Ct^ee,  (3  Duir,  669.)  The  judgment  it  is  true  had  been  entered 
in  terms  as  security.  The  unsucceflsful  party  moved  to  vacate  it,  supposing  it 
stood  in  the  way  of  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  as  against  evidence.  The  mo- 
tion was  denied  as  unnecessary ;  but  the  reasoning  of  the  court  applies  as  well  to  an 
absolute  judgment.  Judge  Slosson  says:  '<The  entry  of  judgment  in  this  case, 
does  not  prejudice  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  the  verdict  being 
against  evidenee  (Rule  8,  Svperior  Court).  The  terms  of  the  rule  plainly  imply 
that  such  motion  may  be  made,  notwithstanding  the  entry  of  judgment,  and  wo 
find  noiMng  in  tho  provioiono  qf  tho  Code  ineoneiitent  with  if." 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  all  the  adverse  oases  agree  that  the  motion  may  be  made 
where  the  judgment  is  entered  to  stand  as  security.  It  might  be  usefhl  to  inquire 
what  authority  there  is  in  the  Code  for  any  such  distinction,  as  Judge  Shank- 
X.AXD  says,  under  the  Code,  *' judgments  are  peremptory."  But  to  proceed  with 
eases  upholding  the  doctrine  contended  for  by  us. 

Maicney  agt.  Dowe,  (18  How.  27,)  was  decided  before  special  term  of  Kew 
Torh  common  pleas  in  August,  1859.  The  words,  *'  before  judgment,"  in  brack- 
ets, in  the  reporter's  head  note  to  the  case,  seem  to  have  been  inadvertently  used, 
as  we  find  nothing  in  the  opinion  warranting  any  such  limitation.  It  is  true  these 
words  are  used  by  the  court,  but  not,  we  think,  in  the  sense  of  limitation.  Judge 
Balt  shows  conclusively,  in  our  judgment,  that  the  practice  under  the  act  of  1832, 
Is  now  inforeey  modified  only  by  the  changes  in  the  names  of  tiie  courts  which  are 
to  grant  the  relief.    The  judge  says : 

"The  remedy  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  before  the  Code,  was  by  a  motion  founded  upon 
a  case  or  bill  of  exceptions  to  set  aside  the  non-suit,  which  was  in  elTect  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  which  would  follow  as  a  matter  of  course  if  the  motion  was  grant- 
ed." Citing  outhoritiee.  It  was  embraced  in  the  class  then  known  as  enumerated 
motions,  which  was  heard  in  this  oourt  by  all  of  the  judges  setting  in  bane  every 
Batorday,  and  in  the  supreme  court  the  motion  was  heard  in  the  first  instance,  b^ 
fore  the  circuit  judge,  unless  he  should  direct  that  it  be  carried  immediately  be- 
fore the  supreme  court. >'  (Citing  laws  of  1882,  p.  188;  laws  qf  1833,  j>.  896; 
JKetoragt.  Chamberiaiini  12  Wend.  254.)  «If  the  party  seeking  the  review 
wished  to  prevent  the  entry  of  a  judgment,  he  obtained  an  order  staying  proceed - 
fogs  until  the  motion  was  heard  and  disposed  of,  bvt  the  motion  might  he  made, 
though  the  Judgment  had  been  perfected  and  execution  issued,  and  if  granted^  the 
eourtwoaid  ardor  restitution.**  (CiHng  knos  0/1832,  ehap.  128,  §1,  p.  188.) 
**  If  the  motion  was  denied,  an  appeal  lay  to  the  supreme  court,  from  the  de- 
cision of  the  eireult  judge.    The  Code  (says  Judge  Dalt)  has  made  no  material 
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change  aatotke  course  qf^^oeedure,  vh«re  the  t^edt  U  to  chtain  a  new  trial,  Tlw 
Application  by  motion  to  the  sp^ial  term,  in  the  first  instanoe,  except  where  the 
judge  at  the  trial  directs  it  to  be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  the  general  term, 
is  analogons  to  the  former  motion  before  the  circuit  judge,  or  before  the  judges  of 
this  court  or  the  superior  court,  and  the  appeal  from  the  order  granting  or  refus- 
ing the  new  trial  is  the  establishment  in  the  three  courts  of  the  practice  which, 
before  the  Code  prevailed  only  in  the  supreme  court,  while  the  appeal  upon  th« 
law  to  the  general  term  from  the  judgment  is  a  substitute  for  the  former  writ  of 
error." 

The  opinion  proceeds  in  the  same  line  of  reasoning  at  considerable  length,  and 
shows  condusirely  that  the  former  practice  is  still  in  force  as  to  motions  for  a  new 
trial,  agreeing  in  this  respect  with  all  the  cases  on  both  sides  on  that  point,  but 
meaning  by  the  term,  '^  former  practice,"  not  that  in  rogue  under  the  rule  of 
1799,  but  that  which  immediately  preceded  the  Code,  to  wit :  the  practice  as  esta- 
blished by  the  act  of  1832,  and  the  rules  in  pursuance  thereof. 

We  have  hardly  space  to  pursue  the  subject  further.  If  the  aim  and  object  of 
this  inrestigation  has  been  accomplished,  it  has  done  something  towards  satisfy- 
ing the  bench  and  the  bar  of  the  correctness  of  the  following  propositions : 

First.  That  the  cases  cited  (but  disapprored)  by  Judge  Grotbr  in  Tucker  agt. 
White,  and  relied  on  by  plaintiff's  counsel,  do  not  make  the  question  in  issue  ree 
adjudicata  in  the  supreme  court,  since  in  three  of  the  five  oases  the  motion  was 
actually  beard  and  decided  on  the  merits,  in  the  fourth  case  {Morange  agt.  Jlfor- 
ri»)  the  question  was  not  up  at  all,  the  point  being  as  to  whether  exceptions  could 
be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  general  term  on  appeal  from  a  judgment  on  a  rer- 
dict;  and  in  the  fifth  case,  {Qumey  agt.  Smitheony)  the  reasoning  of  the  learned 
judge  and  his  decision  were  based  upon  false  premises,  and  an  entire  overlooking 
of  the  fact  that  the  practice  under  the  act  of  1832  prevailed  for  sixteen  years  pre- 
ceding the  enactment  of  the  Code. 

Second*  That  the  cases  not  cited  by  Judge  Grotkr,  but  referred  to  in  some  of 
the  Digests,  as  favoring  the  idea  that  the  motion  cannot  be  made  after  judgment» 
do  not  establish  any  such  doctrine,  since  of  nine  cases  so  referred  to,  ro0R  {Case 
agt.  Shepherd,  1  J.  C.  354;  Jackeon  agt.  Chace,  16  Jo^.  364;  Chrant  agt.  Boot, 
8  Cow,  364;  and  RooeeoeU  agt.  The  Heirs  qf  Fulton,  7  Cow,  107)  were  decided 
under  the  rule  of  1790;  oira  (JRops^e  agt.  Prince,  4  Hill,  125)  does  not  decide 
.the  point,  but  only  that  for  surprise  merely,  the  motion  is  too  late  after  judgment; 
«wo  {Ban  agt.  Syracuse  and  Vtiea  JR.  JR.  Co,,  6  How,  198,  and  Droze^g^,  Lakey 
and  Pine,  2  San^f,  681)  were  decided  under  the  Codes  of  1848  and  1849;  and  th« 
remaining  two  {AiUhowy  agt.  Smith,  4  Bosw,  503,  and  Banmes  agt.  Roberts,  6 
Bosw,  73)  being  the  only  cases,  except  Oiimey  agt.  SmUhson,  that  directly  ia- 
Tolve  and  decide  the  point  u/nder  the  Code  as  U  now  is,  are  not  insurmountable 
authority  on  the  point,  because  1.  They  cite  and  depend  on  the  old  eases  under  tha 
rule  of  1799,  ignoring  the  act  of  1832 ;  and  2.  They  are  overborne  by  three  other 
eases  deciding  the  point  the  other  way,  i.  e,  (^Mersereau  agt.  PoweU,  3  How,  294; 
Benedict  agt.  Ct^ee,  3  Duer,  369;  and  Maioney  agt.  Dotes,  18  How,  27) ;  and 
because  3.  They  are  wholly  overborne  by  the  standing  rule  (34)  authorising  a  eaao 
to  be  made  in  ten  days  after  the  trial  if  by  jury,  on  which  to  move  to  set  aside  tho 
Tezdict ;  a  rule  made  and  continued  in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  hj  the  statute,  judg* 
ment  must  be  entered  by  the  clerk  on  the  coming  in  of  the  verdict  and  in  conformi^ 
therewith. 

Third,  That  then  ij  therefore  not  only  no  conrent  of  authority  to  oppoie  to  the 
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HvUer  agt.  Savtiier. 

dMBdoD,  om  the  opiBlaa  oT  Judge  Qbotbb,  in  TVdMr  agi.  fTfttte,  bnt  that  tin 
weight  of  authority  and  aonnd  reawning  unite  in  eatablishing  that  deeLnon  at  good 
Uw. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
MuLLER  agt  Sautleju 

On  the  settlement  or  withdrawal  of  proceedings  on  attaehmmU  issued  under  the 
Oode»  the  sA<r(^  is  entitled  to  an  amount  at  the  rate  of  poundagt  on  the  levy 
of  an  execution. 

JVw  York  Special  Term,  October,  1864. 

Motion  on  behalf  of  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county 
of  New  York  for  an  adjustment  of  costs  on  attachment 
proceedings. 

A.  J.  Vanderpoel,  for  motion. 
I  contra. 

Clerke,  J.  I  do  not  agree  with  Judge  Leonard,  that 
the  services  rendered  by  the  sheriff  in  merely  serving  an 
attachment  under  the  Code  of  Procedure,  are  such  services 
as  section  243  contemplates.  These  are  services,  undoubt- 
edly, which  the  sheriff  may  render  under  title  T,  which  may 
be  considered  similar  or  equivalent  to  those  rendered  by 
trustees  under  the  provisions  of  chapter  6,  title  1,  and 
part  2  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (3  R.  S.  119,  §  31,  5th  ed). 
For  instance,  the  duties  he  would  have  to  perform  under 
section  237  of  the  Oode,  chapter  4,  and  the  said  title  7, 
would  impose  upon  him  the  labor  of  receiving  the  proceeds 
of  sales,  paying  over  so  much  of  the  same  as  may  be 
necessary  to  satisfy  the  judgment.  In  case  of  the  sale  of 
any  rights  or  shares  in  the  stock  of  a  corporation,  he  has 
to  execute  to  the  purchaser  a  certificate  of  the  sale  thereof. 
If  any  of  the  property  has  passed  out  of  his  hands,  he  has 
to  repossess  himself  of  the  same.    He  has  to  proceed  to 
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collect  the  notes  and  other  evideDces  of  debt,  and  the  debts 
that  may  have  been  seized  or  attached  nnder  the  warant, 
and  to  prosecute  any  bond  he  may  have  taken  in  the  conrse 
of  such  proceedings.  In  short,  in  many  instances,  nnder 
title  7  of  the  Code,  particnlary  nnder  chapter  4,  powers, 
duties  and  obligations,  nearly,  if  not  quite  as  onerous, 
devolve  upon  him  as  those  which  devolved  upon  trustees 
under  chapter  5,  title  1,  part  2  of  the  Revised  Statutes ; 
and  it  is  only  in  such  cases,  and  for  such  services,  he  is 
entitled  to  the  compensation  allowed  by  section  243  of  the 
Code.  Instead  of  pronouncing  a  di£ferent  decision  from  that 
in  Trenor  agt.  Fachin*  I  would  have  submitted  to  it  on  the 

*In  TVmkit  Agt.  Fadditi  an  atiaohmelit  wm  Uned  to  th«  ihertff  of  New  Toik» 
nnder  sootion  227  of  the  Code,  for  an  amount  ezoeeding  |16,000.  The  sheriff 
■erred  it  by  leaving  a  eopy  with  different  persona  who  were  nipposed  to  be  debton 
of  the  defendant^  or  to  haye  money  or  property  belonging  to  him,  to  aa  amovnt 
presumed  to  be  snffioient  to  pay  the  plaintiif  *b  olaim.  The  parties,  in  oontempla- 
tion  of  a  settlement  or  oompromise  before  trial,  submitted  to  theoonrt  the  qnett&im 
M  to  what  oommissions  the  sheriff  would  be  entitled  to. 

Bbowv,  Hall  A  Vahdbbpoxl,  for  t^wiff. 
Jbrixiab  Labooqub,  for  d^mdoKt* 

Lbobabd,  J.  Seetion  248  of  the  Oodo,  dftreots  that  th«  Aeriff  fliaU  U  «BtitM 
to  the  same  fees,  oompensation  and  disbmemente,  as  are  allowed  for  like  eerneea 
and  disbursements  under  2  Revised  Statutes,  chapter  6,  title  1.  The  senriees  in 
this  ease  are  the  same  that  are  to  be  rendered  by  trustees  under  the  ehapter  of  tha 
Bevised  Statutes  refetred  to.  No  goods  hare  been  seised;  oredlts  only  ara 
attached.  The  compensation  to  trustees  is  proyided  in  section  81,  art.  8,  of  tha 
Stid  chapter  and  title  (8  R,  S.  119,  §  81,  MJi  mO  .  It  is  an  necessary  disburse- 
ments, and  a  eommissiom  of  Ato  per  osnt.  on  the  whole  sum  wliieh  shall  haye  ooma 
into  their  hands. 

In  the  ease  of  a  composition  or  settlement,  there  is  no  sum  of  money  that  comes 
to  the  hands  of  the  trustees  in  the  ease  of  aa  attachment  under  the  Beyised  Stat- 
utes, or  to  the  sheriff  on  attachments  under  the  Code,  wlure  the  service  has  basB 
made  by  notifying  the  debtors  of  the  defendant. 

The  late  supreme  court  gave  a  construction  to  the  provision  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  relating  to  the  oommissioas  of  trastees»  in  a  east  where  a  compromise  had 
been  made  and  no  money  came  to  their  hands. 

The  true  construction  was  given,  without  doubt,  in  the  Matter  of  Robert  Suneh, 
a  no»-reeidmU  deUor  (il  Wend,  280).  In  the  eventof  a  oompromise  between  tha 
debtor  and  ezndltor,  the  rule  is  sn  equitable  one.  That  rule,  in  oase  of  a  volun- 
tary  settlement  between  the  parties,  will  give  to  the  sheriff  his  commissions  upon 
such  sum  as  the  debtor  pays  to  the  creditor,  although  it  does  not  come  to  the  hands 
of  this  sherU^  at  ir^  as  Us  mewemrj  dlsbontntBts. 
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WliMlook  agt.  Btewut, 

grcmnd  of  start  decisis^  and  would  have  reoommended  aii 
appeal ;  but  that  decision  is,  in  itself,  a  deTiation  froni 
what  I  consider  the  current  of  decisions  on  sneh  subjects 
in  this  court. 

I  adhere  to  my  former  decision  in  Bartlett  agt.  Jessup, 
and  Duncan  agt.  Bradstreet.  I  repeat,  in  consideration  of 
the  great  responsibility  to  which  the  sheriff  is  subjected 
in  the  discharge  of  his  duties,  I  do  not  think  it  unreasona- 
\Ab  to  allow  him,  as  a  compensation  on  the  settlement  or 
withdrawal  of  such  cases,  an  amount  at  the  rate  of  pound- 
age on  the  levy  of  an  execution. 

Let  a  bill  be  presented  to  me  for  taxation  on  the  princi- 
ples herein  indicated. 


SUPREME  COITET. 
BoBKBT  N.  Wbeslocx,  Administrntor^  Ac,  agt.  SLLiotf 

W.   ST£WA&T. 

Wksre  ft  fonner  guardian  reoelroi  from  hit  mrd  ageneiftl  power  nf  atUmayf  •«»- 
mited  aoon  after  the  Utter  arrives  at  his  majority^  and  under  Sneh  power  takef 
po«0Ml«ii  el  tin  taaida  of  the  ivwrd  a&d  approtniaies  them  to  hfs  own  use,  he  1« 
liahla  to  arrsf^  for  not  payii^  trtat  nch  ttOLdB  wfami  legally  oaUed  upon,  not*- 
withstanding  sneh  guardian  produoei  a  letter  from  his  ward  written  after  h« 
became  of  lawfol  age^  hnt  previons  to  the  exeontion  of  the  power  of  attorney, 
im  wfaleh  be  Mysy  *<if  yon  want  to  nae  any  yoa  are  at  Ubectgr  to  do  so." 

Xhe  power  of  attorney  did  not  ooafer  the  right  to  «ia  the  money,  and  the  defend^ 
ant  was  preolnded  from  claiming  it  under  the  terms  of  the  prerious  letter,  as  the 
ptfwcT  of  attorney  had  superseded  the  letter.  Besides,  streh  eontraots  betweeii 
a  former  guardian  and  his  ward,  though  made  after  the  latter  beoomesof  lawitt 
age,  seeuring  a  benefit  to  the  former,  are  suqdeions,  and  are  to  be  cloeelj  aeru- 
tlnised,  and  generally  disregarded  by  the  courts. 

JEHe  Special  Term^  My,  1864. 

Th&  defendant  moves  for  his  discharge  from  arrest  under 
an  order  made  by  one  of  the  justices  of  this  court.  From 
the  affidavits  rMd^  it  ia  shown  that  he  was  fermerly  the 
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WhedMk  agU  BiewBCt. 

general  gaardian  of  the  plamtiff 's  intestate,  who  became 
of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  the  twenty-third  of  Jnlyi 
1861.  On  the  fourteenth  of  the  following  September  he 
executed  and  delivered  a  formal  power  of  attorney  to  the 
defendant,  empowering  him  to  receive  and  collect  the 
money  and  property  which  had  previously  been  subject  to 
his  authority  as  guardian.  Under  the  authority  so  con- 
ferred, and  an  order  made  on  his  petition,  the  securities 
which  had  been  taken  and  held  by  the  county  treasurer  for 
the  benefit  of  the  ward,  were  transferred  and  surrendered 
to  the  defendant.  From  those  he  received  and  afterwardfl 
used  the  moneys  in  question.  And  for  a  failure  to  pay 
them  over  when  requested,  this  action  was  brought  and 
the  arrest  was  made. 

Geo.  Barker,  for  plaint^. 
H.  0.  Day,  for  defendant. 

Daniels,  J.  The  defendant  denies  his  liability  to  be 
arrested  for  the  act  and  default  referred  to,  by  reason  of  a 
clause  contained  in  a  letter  written  to  him  on  the  fourth 
of  August,  1861,  by  Hall,  the  intestate,  who  was  then  in 
the  military  service  of  the  government  as  a  volunteer. 
The  clause  relied  upon  related  to  the  money  in  question, 
and  is  in  these  words :  "  If  you  want  to  use  any  you  are 
at  liberty  to  do  so.''  The  letter  containing  it  was  written 
twelve  days  after  the  ward  obtained  his  majority,  before 
sny  settlement  had  taken  plftce  between  him  ard  his  guar- 
dian, and  while  their  former  relations  substantially  sub- 
sisted. 

Under  these  circumstances,  contracts  between  them 
securing  a  benefit  to  the  former  guardian  are  suspicious. 
They  are  to  be  closely  scrutinized,  and  generally  disre- 
garded by  courts  of  justice.  For  the  former  ward  to  a 
very  considerable  extent,  still  continues  subject  to  the  influ- 
ence Mid  control  of  the  guardian,  and  the  advantage  secured 
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18  deemed  to  have  resulted  from  that  eonrce.  (Parsons  on 
Omiracts,  vol  1,  115,  116  ;  Tiffany  ^  Brdlard  m  Trusts,  ^c, 
134,  136  ;  HUl  an  Trustees,  334  ;  Gale  agt.  WeUs,  12  Barb. 
84.)  There  is  no  substantial  reason  for  excluding  the 
present  case  from  the  operation  of  this  principle. 

But  before  the  securities  were  received,  or  the  money 
derived  from  them  had  been  used,  the  power  of  attorney 
was  given,  founding  and  defining  new  relations  between 
the  defendant  and  his  former  ward.  No  privilege  is  secured 
by  this  instrument  to  make  use  of  the  moneys  which  might 
be  received  under  the  authority  conferred.  Neither  is  any 
intention  manifested  in  it  to  continue  the  liberty  to  use  it 
which  had  been  previously  given  in  the  letter.  On  the 
contrary,  so  far  ae  its  form  and  tenor  extend,  it  must  be 
construed  as  denying  that  privilege  by  implication;  for 
by  its  fair  construction  the  defendant  is  subjected  to  the 
common  obligation  imposed  upon  persons  bearing  the  rela* 
tion  created,  of  holding  the  money  for  his  principal,  ready 
to  be  paid  over  whenever  it  might  be  requested.  That  is 
the  legal  obligation  arising  from  the  form  and  object  of  the 
instrument.  When  it  was  executed  and  delivered,  it  be- 
came the  only  warrant  of  authority  for  the  action  of  the 
defendant,  superseding  what,  on  that  subject,  had  gone 
before  it.  (Renard  agt.  Sampson,  2  Keman,  561, 566 ;  Story 
on  Agency,  §  76.)  And  as  the  power  of  attorney  did  not 
confer  the  right  to  use  the  money,  the  defendant  is  preclu- 
ded from  claiming  it  under  the  terms  of  the  previous  letter. 

The  motion  to  discharge  the  order  of  arrest  must  be 
denied. 
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Otfner  agi.  Wrigbt. 


SUPEBMB  COURT. 

Aaron  0.  Garner  agi.  Horatio  N«  Wright,  Assignee,  &c., 
and  others. 

Where  mi  action  ii  bronght  by  a  creditor  nnder  an  assigniMnt  for  the  hm^fiipf 
artdUoriy  against  the  owignea  and  aU  other  oreditora  who  ehoose  to  come  in  aad 
avail  themaelyee  of  the  benefits  ef  the  action,  and  demands  judgment  th*t  the 
assignment  be  reformed  and  corrected  in  a  particular  which  is  not  common  to  all 
the  creditors,  bit  eoneems  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  assignee  be  required  to 
account,  the  complaint  is  not  demurrable  for  a  d^$d  i^  partUt  pUdnt^s. 

1st.  Because  the  creditors  are  not  ail  unitid  in  inter $tt  in  respect  to  the  reformatioB 
of  the  assignment.  Sd.  They  are  not  all  united  in  interest  with  the  plalntiir  in 
ott  the  rdUf  sougbt  by  the  oomplaint,  whloh  is  a  sufieieni  ejwue  for  not  jolniqg 
them  as  plaintifb. 

The  relief  claimed  in  such  an  action  is  not  fneonm^enf,  and  there  is  really  bat  om 
iottfe  qf  aetion  stated,  arising  out  ef  one  tnnsaction. 

Albany  Cktieral  Term,  March,  1864. 

Before  Pecsham,  Miller  and  Ingalls,  Justices. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  overrnling  a  demurrer 
to  the  complaint  in  the  above  action.  It  appears  by  the 
complaint  that  Tennis  H.  Snyder  and  Peter  Shnfelt,  on  the 
22d  day  of  March^  1856,  made  a  voluntary  afisignment  for 
the  benefit  of  their  creditors  to  the  defendant  Wright,  who 
accepted  the  trust  and  entered  upon  the  execution  thereof* 
It  is  further  in  substance  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  the 
note  secondly  described  in  schedule  "  B,"  as  a  note  for 
$1400,  dated  November  4th,  1856,  signed  by  Snyder  k  Co., 
was  by  mistake  des(»'ibed  as  indorsed  by  Snyder  and  the 
plaintiff,  when  it  should  be  described  as  indorsed  by  one 
Shufelt  and  the  plaint^.  That  the  plaintiff  has  been  com- 
pelled to  pay  upon  said  note  the  sum  of  $400.  The  plain- 
tiff demands  judgment  that  the  assignment  be  reformed  and 
corrected  in  the  particular  above  stated,  and  that  the 
defendant  Wright  render  his  account  as  such  assignee. 

Horatio  N.  Wright,  appellant  in  person. 
P.  W.  Bishop,  for  respondent. 
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Gmmt  aft.  Wright. 

L  lliis  action  is  properly  brought  by  the  plaintiff  in  his 
own  behalf,  as  well  as  others.  (2  Van  SantvoonTs  Equity 
PracHcey  p.  80 ;  25  Hwoard^s  Pr.  Rep.  303.) 

n.  All  parties  interested  in  the  fund  are  in  oonrt,  and 
flo  iar  as  defendant  Wright  is  concerned,  it  is  entirely 
immaterial  whether  they  are  so  as  plaintiffs  or  defendants. 

HL  There  is  not  an  improper  joinder  of  actions,  for  in 
part  there  Is  but  one  canse  of  action  set  out  in  the  com- 
plaint (9  Haw.  Pr.  Rep.  123).  Section  167  of  the  Code 
provides  as  to  joinder,  Ac.  '^The  same  transaction  or 
transactions,  connected  with  the  same  subject  of  action." 

IV.  There  is  not  an  improper  joinder  of  parties  {Hcvh 
arJPs  Code,  Sd  ed.  p.  429,  note  1).  By  section  274  of  the  Code, 
"judgment  may  be  given  for  or  against  one  or  more  of 
several  plaintiffs,  and  for  or  against  one  or  more  of  several 
defendants.  The  object  of  this  provision  was  to  abrogate 
ihe^  common  law  rule,  and  to  enable  the  court  to  award 
justice  according  to  the  rights  of  the  parties,  (20  Barb. 
342  ;  1  Keman,  294.)  If  a  party  is  properly  sued,  he  may. 
insist  that  another  ought  to  be  sued  with  him,  but  he  has 
no  right  to  object  that  another  who  is  sued  with  him  is 
improperly  made  a  defendant.  (8  How.  Rep.  389 ;  17  Jfew 
York  Rep.  592.)  It  cannot  be  said  any  more  should  be 
made  defendants  in  this  case,  for  all  are  made  defendants 
whom  the  complaint  shows  alive  (23  jHoit.  Rep.  97).  It  is 
not  good  cause  of  demurrer  that  too  many  are  made  plain- 
tiffs and  defendants  (17  How.  56).  An  assignee  may  be 
joined  with  others  as  plaintiff  (26  Barb.  16). 

The  Code  says :  '*  Any  person  may  be  made  a  defendant 
who  has  or  claims  an  interest  in  the  controversy  adverse  to 
the  plaintiff,  or  who  is  a  necessary  party  to  a  complete  deter- 
mination or  settlement  of  the  questions  involved  therein." 
An  assignee  may  be  made  defendant  with  another  who  is 
claimed  to  have  purchased  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
assignee  fraudulently  (23  ^ew  York  Rep.  264). 


94  l^IW  TORK  PRACrnGS  bxpobts. 

Qftmer  agt.  Wright. 

Y.  If  there  are  creditors  who  are  not  made  parties,  the 
objection  can  only  be  taken  by  answer.  (2  Paiges  280 ; 
3  Id.  222.) 

VI.  If  amendments  are  necessary,  they  are  allowed  with 
great  liberality  as  to  parties.  {Barbimr^s  Chancery  Practice^ 
206 ;  Id.  209.) 

By  the  court,  Inoalls,  J.  I  think  it  is  a  sufficient 
answer  to  the  objection  alleged  as  the  first  ground  of  de- 
murrer, that  the  plaintiff  claims  relief  which  is  not  common 
to  all  the  creditors  under  the  assignment,  viz. :  the  reform- 
ing of  the  instrument  in  the  particulars  above  mentioned. 
In  this  the  creditors  are  not  united  in  interest^  and  hence 
should  not  be  joined  as  plaintiffs,  but  are  properly  made 
defendants  {Van  Santvoord^s  Pleadings,  2d ed.  p.  131).  The 
following  rule  is  laid  down  in  relation  to  parties  plaintiffii : 
"  There  must  be  one  distinct  general  right,  a  community 
of  interest,  not  merely  in  the  subject  matter  involved,  but 
i^so  in  the  relief  demanded." 

Nor  is  the  objection  which  is  alleged  as  the  second  ground 
of  demurrer,  viz. :  that  Jeremiah  Shufelt,  Teunis  H.  Sny- 
der and  Peter  Shufelt,  should  be  joined  as  plaintiffs  in  this 
action,  well  taken.  It  does  not  appear  by  the  complaint 
that  they  are  all  united  in  interest  with  the  plaintiff  in  all 
the  relief  sought  thereby,  which  is  a  sufficient  excuse  for 
not  joining  them  as  plaintiffs.  The  1 19th  section  of  the 
Code  evidently  contemplates  a  case  where  parties  are  uni- 
ted in  interest  in  all  the  relief  claimed  in  the  action,  and 
such  is  the  obvious  construction  to  be  given  to  that  section 
when  compared  with  sections  117  and  118  of  the  Code. 

Nor  do  I  think  the  objection  alleged  as  the  third  ground 
of  demurrer  well  taken.  There  is  really  but  one  cause  of 
action  stated,  arising  out  of  one  transaction,  and  the  relief 
claimed  is  not  inconsistent.  All  the  rights  of  the  parties 
interested  can  be  settled  in  this  action.  Such  being  the 
case,  two  actions  should  not  be  tolerated.    {Oooding  agt. 
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McJlKster,  9  Hm.  123,  129 ;  Cahctm  agt.  BqtUc  of  UHca,  7 
JV.  Y.  R.  486 ;  Van  SanivoarJPs  Equity  Practice,  vol.  1,  p. 
100;  Jeroliman  agt.  Cokerij  1  Duer,  630,  633;  JV*.  F.  4r  JV*. 
iZ  A.  jR.  Co.  agt.  Schuyler,  17  JV.  F.  JZ.  604 ;  McKenzie  agt. 
L^Anumreaux,  11  £ar&.  616.) 

The  decision  of  the  special  term  should  be  affirmed,  with 
costs. 


COUNTY  COURT. 
Thomas  Thobh  agt.  Hiram  Couchman. 

WitneMM  eumot  testify  to  the  valve  of  an  article  without  knowUdgt  of  it.  Thai} 
if  witnewet  testify  that  they  have  no  pexaonal  knowledge  of  the  quaUiiti  9f  • 
tmot  tii«7  eannot  be  permitted  to  testify  as  to  the  value  <tf  iUr  «•#  f or  a  given 
time.    Assomi&g  that  she  was  an  ortiiflary  cam  does  not  anthoriae  the  testimony. 

Schoharie  County  Court,  October,  1864. 

This  action  was  brought  in  a  justice^s  court  of  Schoha- 
rie county,  for  damages  on  breach  of  warranty  on  the  sale 
of  a  cow  by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  whereby  the  plaintiff 
was  deprived  of  the  use  of  a  new  milch  cow,  which,  by  the 
terms  of  defendant's  contract,  was  to  become  a  new  milch 
cow  in  the  month  of  April,  1863.  On  the  trial,  the  plain- 
tiff put  the  following  question  to  Willis  Thompson,  and 
other  witnesses  :  '*  What  would  be  the  value  of  the  use 
of  the  cow  in  question  during  the  month  of  May,  and  up 
to  the  10th  of  June,  from  the  last  of  April,  if  she  had  come 
in,  in  the  latter  part  of  April  ?"  This  was  objected  to  by 
defendant,  1st.  That  the  witness  was  incompetent  to  judge 
of  the  value  of  the  use  of  the  cow.  2d.  The  witness  had 
not  been  shown  to  know  anything  of  her  qualities  or  good- 
ness. 

The  justice  overruled  the  objection ;  the  question  was 
allowed  to  be  asked  of  three  witnesses.    The  justice  ren- 


96  NBW  YORK  PRAOTiOi:  BSPWSB. 
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«  - 

dered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  ten  dollars  and 
eleven  cents*    The  defendant  appeals  to  this  oonrt. 

L.  &  N.  W.  P4LK,  for  appellant. 
Mr.  Baldwin,  for  respondent. 

Lamont,  County  Judge.  This  action  is  sought  to  bo 
maintained  because  the  plaintiff  was  deprived  of  the  use 
of  a  cow,  which,  by  defendant's  contract,  was  to  become 
a  new  milch  cow  in  the  month  of  April,  1863.  The  con- 
tract and  breach  were  established. 

The  question  put  to  Willis  Thompson,  and  other  wit- 
nesses, as  to  the  value  of  the  use  of  the  cow,  was  improper. 
They  testified  they  knew  the  cow,  but  there  is  no  evidence 
that  they  had  any  knowledge  of  her  qualities.  Two  of  the 
witnesses  base  their  opinions  upon  what  does  not  appear 
to  be  established  by  evidence,  viz. :  Upon  the  assumption 
that  she  was  an  ordinary  cow. 

The  law  allowing  opinions  as  to  value,  has  not  yet 
gone  so  far  as  to  allow  witnesses  to  speak  to  such  thin^ 
without  knowledge.  In  this  case,  Hover  and  Layman,  two 
of  the  witnesses,  testify  that  they  had  no  personal  knowl- 
edge of  the  qualities  of  this  cow.  Without  knowledge  of 
her  qualities,  they  cannot  testify  as  to  the  value  of  her  use. 
For  this  reason  I  think  the  judgment  of  the  justice  should 
be  reversed. 
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BUL'iigB  agt.  Waller. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Thomas  Billings  a^t.  John  Walleb,  Je. 

/ 

The  Code  hai  not  changed  the  rale  which  reqnirea  certainly  omd  partieularity  in 
etatiog  the  offence  charged  against  a  plaintiff  in  a  plea  of  jutt^fication,  in  an 
action  of  ilander  or  Ubei.  The  plea  or  antwer  must  state  ipeeiileally  the  offence 
€f  which  the  plaintiff  ic  allcfed  to  have  beengiiil^^  giving  time^  plaoe  mad  eir- 
enmstanoee. 

Orange  Special  Term,  Septemler,  1864. 

The  complaint  was  for  a  libel.  Tbe  libellous  article  was 
a  pretended  dream  published  in  a  newspaper  in  Snllivan 
county,  of  which  the  defendant  is  the  proprietor.  The 
libellous  matter  consisted  in  a  statement  in  the  dream  that 
tbe  plaintiff,  who  was  a  miller,  had  burned  his  mill  to  get 
the  insurance  money,  and  had  sold  wheat  flour  which  was 
three-fourths  stone  peckings. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant,  among  other  things,  stated 
as  a  justification,  that  the  plaintiff  "has  practiced  or 
caused  to  be  practiced,  dishonesty  in  taking  tolls  for  grind- 
ing grain  at  his  mill,  and  iikretaining  the  flour  therefrom, 
whereby  his  customers  had  been  defrauded." 

The  plaintiff  moved  that  the  defendant  should  be  directed 
by  an  order  of  the  court  to  make  his  defence  more  definite 
and  certain. 

A.  C.  NiVEN,  far  plaint'^. 

S.  W.  FuLLERTON,  foT  defendant. 

Brown,  J.  The  defendant  m  his  answer,  and  in  justifi- 
cation of  the  slanderous  and  defamatory  words  charged  in 
the  complaint,  sets  up  *'  that  the  plaintiff,  as  a  miller  in 
said  mill,  and  at  the  time  specified  in  the  complaint,  has 
practiced  or  caused  to  be  practiced,  dishonesty  in  taking 
tolls  for  grinding  grain  at  his  said  mill,  and  in  retaining 
the  flour  therefrom,  whereby  his  customers  have  been 
Vol.  XXVIIL  7 
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wrongfully  cheated  and  defrauded."  The  plaintiff  now 
moves  to  make  this  charge  more  definite  and  certain,  by 
stating  when  and  upon  whom  the  plaintiff  practiced  tho 
dishonesty  in  taking  such  tolls  and  retaining  such  flour. 

The  Code  has  not  changed  the  rule  which  requires  cer- 
tainty and  particularity  in  stating  the  offence  charged 
against  the  plaintiff  in  a  plea  of  justification  in  an  action 
of  slander.  The  plea  or  answer  must  not  deal  in  general 
charges,  nor  in  vague  and  indefinite  language.  It  must 
state  specifically  the  offence  of  which  the  plaintiff  is  alleged 
to  have  been  guilty,  giving  time,  place  and  circumstances. 
Without  such  particularity  the  plaintiff  cannot  defend  him- 
self. He  cannot  know  what  the  charge  really  is,  nor  can 
he  make  the  slightest  preparation  to  repel  a  defamatory 
charge  which  is  not  only  to  defeat  his  action,  but  also  to 
fix  a  stain  upon  his  reputation.  If  the  plaintiff  in  the 
present  case  has  been  guilty  of  dishonesty  in  taking  tolls 
from  grain  and  retaining  flour  which  did  not  belong  to  him, 
thus  defrauding  and  cheating  his  customers,  the  defendant 
in  his  answer  must  state  and  furnish  the  plaintiff  with  the 
names  of  the  persons  who  have  thus  been  defrauded  and 
cheated,  the  times  when  and  the  kinds  and  quantities  of 
grain  and  flour  thus  dishonestly  taken  and  retained. 

The  plaintiff's  motion  is  granted,  with  ten  dollars  costs 
of  the  motion. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
William  H.  Chandlei^  agt.  John  Egan. 

Where  a  person  with  a  crowd  of  others  enters  the  premises  of  another,  knowing 
that  admission  thereto  had  been  obtained  only  by  an  act  of  TioleDoe  by  another^ 
he  enters  wilfally,  and  is  liable  as  a  tre^aater. 

JVew  York  General  Term,  May,  1864, 
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Before  Leonabd,  P.  J.,  Clebke  and  Barnabd,  Justices. 
.    Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  at  special  term. 

A.  C.  MoRKis,  far  appellant. 
J.  C.  Van  Loon,  for  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Leonard,  J.  The  plaintiff  was  the  occu- 
pant of  the  hall  which  was  broken  into.  The  defendant 
entered  after  the  door  was  broken  open.  His  act  in  enter- 
ing was  a  trespass,  although  he  took  no  part  in  breaking 
the  door. 

The  judge  was  right  in  denying  the  motion  to  dismiss' 
the  complaint.  The  jury  could  not  be  instructed  to  limit 
their  verdict  to  the  actual  damages  which  the  defendant 
committed  upon  the  plaintiff's  property.  The  defendant 
invaded  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  wilfully,  by  entering  the 
hall  where  he  knew  admission  had  been  obtained  only  by 
an  act  of  violence. 

The  defendant's  counsel  asked  the  judge  to  charge  that 
the  defendant  was  rightfully  there  with  the  crowd  that 
night,  and  that  he  is  not  answerable  for  the  acts  of  the 
crowd,  merely  from  the  fact  of  his  being  there.  The  jus- 
tice stated  that  he  had  substantially  so  charged,  and 
declined  to  charge  any  further,  and  the  counsel  for  the 
defendant  excepted  to  the  refusal  so  to  charge.  It  was 
not  true  that  the  defendant  was  rightfully  in  the  hall,  and 
the  learned  justice  could  not  have  intended  to  assent  to 
such  a  proposition.  It  must  now  be  understood,  as  I  think 
the  request  was  taken  by  the  judge,  and  as  the  counsel 
probably  intended,  that  the  defendant  was  near  by  at  the 
room  adjoining  the  hall  where  the  election  was  held. 
Taking  the  request  in  that  sense,  it  had  no  relation  to  the 
case.  The  defendant  came  into  the  hall  among  the  fore- 
most. The  judge  had  not  said  anything  from  which  the 
jury  could  infer  that  it  was  unlawful  to  attend  the  primary 
election,  or  go  upon  the  premises  adjoining  the  hall  which 
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was  broken  into.  The  jndge  had  the  right  to  refuse  to 
charge  any  matter  not  material  to  the  case.  The  damages 
are  larger  than  the  trespass  warranted,  in  my  opinion. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  or- 
dered, on  payment  within  twenty  days  of  the  costs  of  the 
appeal  and  of  the  trial,  unless  the  plaintiff  signs  and  files 
a  consent  remitting  $150  from  the  amount  of  the  verdict, 
within  ten  days  after  notice  of  this  order,  and  in  that  case 
judgment  is  affirmed,  without  costs  of  the  appeal. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
JoHV  MoKAN  agt.  JoHsr  MoRRiBSEY,  and  others. 

A  bill  qf  particulars  in  an  action  for  an  indebtedness,  should  state  the  items  of 

the  demand,  and  when  and  how  it  arose,  and  the  sams  claimed. 
In  an  action  for  money  alleged  to  hare  been  lost  by  the  plaintiff  at  play,  a  com- 
plaint similar  to  a  declaration  In  iiuMHtatus  aatvmpsit,  under  the  former  prac- 
tice is  not  sufficient.  The  complaint  must  be  special;  the  plaintiif  must  set  ont 
the  facts  and  bring  himself  within  the  statute  by  force  of  which  he  claims  to 
TCcoTer. 

Mw  York  Special  Term,  Jtdy,  1864. 

Before  Gardozo,  Judge. 

This  is  a  motion  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  bill 
of  particulars  furnished  more  definite  and  certain,  so  as  to 
apprise  the  defendants  distinctly  what  the  cause  of  action 
is  which  it  is  claimed  exists  against  them. 

The  complaint  states  that  between  certain  dates  the 
plaintiff  paid  and  advanced  to  the  def^idants  sums  amount- 
ing to  $11 ,750.  It  does  not  aver  under  what  circumstances 
this  money  was  paid  to  the  defendants,  nor  that  there  was 
any  agreement  to  refund  it ;  but  after  the  general  allega- 
tion to  which  I  have  directed  attention,  the  complaint  pro- 
ceeds to  aver  a  request  and  refusal  to  return  the  amount, 
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and  then  foUoiirs  the  usual  statement  as  a  conclusion  from 
these  facts,  of  indebtedness  by  the  defeudanta  to  the  plaii^- 
tifil 


CaadozOv  J.  It  in  not  neoeBsary  to  say  whether  this 
complaint  discloses  any  cause  of  action.  I  only  allude  to 
its  averments,  to  show  that  it  presents  a  case  in  which  the 
defendants  cannot  be  deemed  to  be  unreasonable  if  they 
seek  further  informatioii^  than  such  a  pleading  contains. 
The  bill  of  particulars  furnished  gives  various  items,  each 
of  which,  except  as  to  date  and  amount^  is  stated  in  the 
same  language;  for  instance : 

''  1861»  January  4. 

"  To  amount  advanced,  $«00," 

I  think  this  is  not  sufficient.  {See  Bates  agt.  Wdtkins.  2 
How.  P.  R.  p.  18 ;  4  Hill,  p.  60.)  "  The  bill  should  set 
forth  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  with  sufficient  par- 
ticularity to  enable  the  defendants  to  meet  it  at  the  trial. 
It  should  state  the  items  of  the  demand,  and  when  and  how 
it  arose,  and  the  sums  claimed."  {ButtUVs  Pr.  vol.  1,  p. 
432 ;  see  also  Paine  fy  Duer^s  Pr.  vol.  2,  p.  150.) 

This  would  dispose  of  the  present  motion,  but  from  the 
affidavit  of  the  defendant  Morrissey,  which  is  uncontra- 
dicted, and  the  points  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff, 
probably  this  motion  is  resisted  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
curing an  opinion  as  to  whether^  assuming  the  cause  of 
action  to  be  for  money  alleged  to  have  been  lost  by  the 
plaintiff  at  play,  a  complaint  similar  to  a  declaration  in 
indebitatus  assumpeitj  under  the  former  practice  would  be 
sufficient.  While  I  have  shown  that,  assuming  such  to  be 
the  oase,  the  present  bill  of  particulars  is  defective,  I  will 
proceed,  as  I  have  carefully  examined  the  question,  although 
not  indispensible  to  the  determination  of  this  motion,  to 
state  the  conclusion  to  which  I  have  arrived.  I  think  the 
complaint  must  be  special ;  that  the  plaintiff  must  set  out 
the  facts  and  bring  himself  within  the  statute,  by  force  of 
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which  he  claims  to  recover  {McKeon  agt.  Caheriy,  1  EalTt 
Supr.  Ct.  Rep.  p.  300). 

The  only  case  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  is  Col- 
lins agt.  Ragnew  (1 5  John.  R.  p.  5).  Bat  that  case  was  put 
on  the  ground  that  the  statute  as  it  then  existed,  expressly 
authorized  the  losing  party  to  bring  his  action,  and  to  de- 
clare generally  for  **  money  had  and  received  by  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff's  use,  without  setting  forth  the 
special  matter  "  (1  R.  L.  1813,  p.  152,  §  2).  No  such  pro- 
vision exists  in  the  statute  under  which  suits  to  recover 
money  lost  by  betting  or  gaming  are  now  brought  {Ed- 
mond^s  Stat,  at  Large^  vol.  1,  p.  614),  and  as  the.ground  upon 
which  the  case  in  15th  John,  was  decided  has  ceased  to 
exist,  that  case  is  inapplicable.  In  any  view,  I  think  the 
motion  must  be  granted. 

Motion  granted,  with  $10  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Wakd  agt.  Newell. 

The  ftatate  of  N0W  J§r89y  In  refenuM  to  UmUed  partnenkipi,  Ib  ilie  tune  m  ihmt 
of  this  atate  (before  the  amendment  of  our  statate  in  1857)>  respecting  the 
rights  of  the  speoiai  partner. 

Where  a  spMol  partner,  under  a  timited  partnership  formed  in  New  Jersey,  under 
the  laws  of  that  state,  olaims  in  an  aotion  brought  here  to  reoover  upon  promis- 
sory notes  giTon  to  him  by  the  general  partners,  and  the  referee  finds  that  the 
notes  were  given  for  a  good  and  valuable  consideration  by  the  general  partners,  by 
their  firm  name  to  the  plaintiff,  iheur  special  partner,  and  decides  that  the  plairi- 
tiif  is  entitled  to  judgment,  without  finding  whether  the  partnership  firm  waf 
ineolvent  or  not. 

Beld,  that  this  court  has  a  right  to  look  into  and  ascertain  from  the  whole  ease 
whether  the  firm  was  insolvent  or  bankrupt,  and  on  finding  that  fact  in  the  affirm- 
ative, the  twenty-third  section  of  our  statute  (1  JR.  S.  767,  §  23),  the  same  as 
that  of  New  Jersey,  is  applicable  to  the  case,  and  defeats  the  plaintiff's  claim. 

This  section  of  the  statute  reads  as  follows :  **  §  29.  In  ease  of  the  insolTWMsy  or 
bankruptcy  of  the  partnership,  no  special  partner  shall,  under  any  circumstan- 
ces, be  allowed  to  claim  as  a  creditor  until  the  olaims  of  all  the  other  oreditorf 
of  the  partnership  shall  be  satisfied.^ 
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Where  there  is  no  proof  to  show  that  the  Bpeoial  partner  in^en^ionoZ^y  partieipated 
in  TiolatiDg  the  thirteenth  section  of  the  statute  (same  in  New  Jersey)^  requiring 
that  the  hosiness  shall  be  eondneted  in  the  names  of  the  <<  general  partntrt," 
without  the  addition  of  the  word  ''  eompany^"  he  is  not  to  be  deemed  a  general 
partner. 

JVeto  York  General  Term^  February^  1864. 
Before  Lkonard,  P.  J.,  Clerke  and  Sutherland,  Justices. 
Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  at  special  term 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

L.  S.  Chatfield,  for  appellant 
Augustus  P.  Smith,  for  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Clerke,  J.  In  White  agt.  Hackett^  a  spe- 
cial partner  claimed  to  share  the  assets  of  the  copartner- 
ship  with  other  creditors,  for  advances  made  by  him  for  the 
business  of  the  iSrm,  over  and  above  the  amount  of  capital 
he  had  contributed.  The  statute  of  this  state,  relating  to 
limited  partnerships,  expressly  declared  that  no  special 
partner  shall,  under  any  circumstances,  be  allowed  to  claim 
as  a  creditor  until  the  claims  of  all  the  other  creditors  shall 
be  satisfied.  Of  course,  in  the  face  of  a  provision  so  plain 
and  80  peremptory,  nothing  was  left  for  the  special  term 
but  to  render  judgment  against  the  claimant.  This  judg- 
ment, by  some  unacountable  oversight  or  misapprehension, 
was  reversed  by  the  general  term  (White  agt.  Hackett,  24 
Barb,  290).  The  other  creditors  instantly  appealed  to  the 
court  of  appeals,  and  I  need  scarcely  add,  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  general  term  was  reversed,  and  that  of  the 
special  term  affirmed  (20  JV.  F.  R.  178). 

The  case  before  us  arises  under  a  limited  partnership 
formed  in  New  Jersey,  under  the  laws  of  that  state,  which 
are  precisely  the  same  with  regard  to  this  subject  as  those 
of  New  York  were  at  the  time  the  indebtedness  in  White 
agt.  Hackett  accrued.  Indeed,  the  statute  of  New  Jersey 
is  an  exact  transcript  of  the  provisions  of  the  New  York 
statute,  and  the  23d  section  of  it  is,  word  for  word,  the 
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Bame  as  the  corresponding  section  in  the  New  York  statute, 
to  which  I  have  referred,  and  from  which  I  have  above  quo- 
ted. In  the  case  before  ns,  the  referee  finds  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  special  partner,  and  that  in  the  formation  of  the 
partnership  the  requirements  of  the  law  were  strictly  com- 
plied with,  and  that  the  notes  for  which  this  action  was 
brought,  were  given  for  a  good  and  valuable  consideration 
by  the  general  partners  by  their  firm  name,  to  the  plaintiff 
their  special  partner,  and  he  decides  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  judgment. 

The  only  question  that  can  arise  in  this  case  is,  whether 
we  can  look  into  the  whole  case  and  ascertain  whether  the 
firm  was  insolvent  or  bankrupt;  because  if  we  can,  and 
if  we  ascertain  that  it  was,  the  twenty-third  section  of  the 
statute  unquestionably  applies,  and  would  defeat  the  plain- 
tiff's claim.  The  referee  does  not  expressly  find  anything 
upon  this  point.  But  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  notes 
being  many  months  due,  an  action  was  commenced  against 
the  general  partners  in  the  circuit  court  holden  at  Newark, 
in  and  for  the  county  of  Essex,  and  state  of  New  Jersey, 
and  that  a  judgment  was  recovered  against  them  for  the 
amount  of  the  notes  with  interest,  which  remained  in  full 
force  and  effect,  and  unsatisfied,  at  the  time  this  action  was 
commenced  in  the  state  of  New  York.  The  defendant 
does  not  traverse  the  recovery  of  the  New  Jersey  judgment. 
This  surely  is  sufficient  proof  of  insolvency  or  bankruptcy, 
according  to  the  true  spirit  and  meaning  of  the  statute. 
Besides  Jones,  the  defendant,  testifies  that  although  at  one 
time  it  was  believed  the  firm  was  solvent,  it  was  subse- 
quently ascertained  to  be  insolvent. 

The  referee,  therefore,  should  have  found  that  the  firm 
was  insolvent.  Instead  of  this,  he  in  effect,  though  not  in 
formal  and  express  words,  finds  that  it  was  solvent ;  for 
otherwise,  he  could  not  legally  have  decided  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff.  Finding  impliedly  or  expressly  in  favor  of  the 
solvency  of  the  firm,  was  palpably  against  evidence. 
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With  regard  to  the  title  of  the  firm,  it  appears  that  they 
employed  the  title  of  Darius  E.  Jones  k  Company.  This 
no  doubt  is  in  violation  of  the  13th  section  of  both  the 
New  Jersey  and  New  York  statutes.  I  am  inclined  to 
think  that  the  provision  of  this  section  is  not  merely 
directory.  To  be  sure  it  does  not  say  if  such  title  is  nsed^ 
that  the  special  partner  shall  be  deemed  a  general  partner. 
But  in  The  Madison  County  Bank  agt.  Oeiuld  imd  others  (5 
Hilt^  309),  it  was  held  that  the  intentional  violation  of  the 
statute  by  the  special  partners  will  have  the  effect  of 
deeming  them  general  partners.  The  violation  of  the 
statute  committed  by  the  special  partner  in  the  case  to 
which  I  have  referred,  was  the  withdrawal  of  a  part  of  the 
capital  which  he  had  contributed,  and  together  with  the 
general  partners,  purchasing  with  it  real  estate,  and  taking 
a  conveyance  of  it  to  all  the  partners,  general  and  special. 
This  was  a  violation  of  section  15.  This  section,  however, 
does  not  say  expressly,  any  more  than  the  13th  section, 
that  the  consequences  of  violating  what  it  prescribes  shall 
be  that  the  special  partner  shall  be  deemed  a  general  par1>- 
ner,  yet  such  is  the  effect  given  to  it  in  The  Mcutison  Cottnty 
Bank  agt.  Gould.  The  court,  however,  held  that  every 
violation  of  the  statute  must  be  shown  to  have  been  inten- 
tional on  the  part  of  the  special  partner.  In  the  case  under 
consideration,  no  proof  was  given  to  show  that  the  plain- 
tiff intentionally  participated  in  violating  the  section 
requiring  that  the  business  shall  be  conducted  in  the  names 
of  the  general  partners,  without  the  addition  of  the  word 
"company."  The  judgment,  however,  should  be  reversed 
on  the  other  grounds,  a  new  trial  ordered,  and  costs  to 
abide  event. 

Leonard,  P.  J.,  concurred,  and  Suthebxanp,  J.,  delivered 
tiie  following  dissenting  opinion  ; 

SuTHERULKD,  J.  The  fitct  of  the  legislature  of  New  Jer- 
sey, was  proved  as  a  fact  and  found  as  a  fact  by  the  referee. 
He  also  found  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  in  pur- 
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finance  of  the  provisions  of  the  act,  made  and  execnted  a 
certificate  for  the  formation  of  a  limited  partnership  ;  that 
the  certificate  was  duly  acknowledged,  and  the  affidavit 
required  by  the  act  duly  made,  and  that  the  certificate  and 
affidavit  were  duly  filed  in  -the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 
proper  county,  and  that  they  were  recorded  by  the  clerk 
as  required  by  law,  and  that  the  terms  of  the  partnership 
were  published  in  the  manner  required  by  law. 

It  results  from  these  findings  of  fact  that  the  special 
partnership  was  duly  formed ;  and  the  referee  further  found 
as  a  fact,  that  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  the  certificate, 
the  defendants  were  the  general  partners  of  said  firm,  and 
the  plaintiff  the  special  partner.  I  am  inclined  to  think 
that  the  defendant's  exception  at  the  end  of  the  case  is  too 
general  to  authorize  him  to  question  any  or  either  of  the 
findings  of  fact,  but  if  otherwise,  the  findings  appear  tome 
to  be  authorized  by  the  evidence.  In  adopting  the  firm 
name  of  Darius  E.  Jones  &  Co.,  for  the  limited  partnership, 
the  directory  provision  of  section  13  of  the  act  was  disre- 
garded ;  but  as  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  the  special  part- 
ner, was  not  used,  such  irregularity  in  the  firm  name  did 
not  make  him  a  general  partner  un4er  that  section,  T  do 
not  see  how  this  irregularity  affects  any  question  in  this 
case. 

The  only  material  question  presented  by  the  appeal  is, 
I  think,  whether  the  plaintiff,  having  been  a  special  partner 
when  the  notes  were  given,  could  bring  an  action  at  law 
upon  the  notes  against  the  defendants,  the  general  part- 
ners ;  whether  a  special  partner  upon  loaning  to  or  paying 
money  for  the  general  partners  as  a  firm,  outside  of  and 
beyond  the  amount  to  be  contributed  by  him  as  capital  as 
a  special  partner,  becomes  a  creditor  of  the  firm,  and  has 
the  rights  of  a  creditor,  the  same  as  if  he  were  a  stranger. 
Upon  principle,  I  cannot  see  why  he  does  not.  He  is  a 
partner  only  as  to  the  specific  sum  contributed  by  him  as 
capital.     There  is  8uffi<*ient  authority,  J  think,  for  holding 
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that  he  may  be  such  creditor,  and  may  bring  an  action 
against  the  firm  {see  Troubafs  Law  of  Limiied  Partnership, 
^§307  and  320). 

The  case  of  White  agt.  Hackett  (24  Barb.  290),  it  seems 
was  reversed  in  the  court  of  appeals  (20  Jf.  Y.  178),  but  I 
do  not  see  that  there  are  properly  in  the  case  any  questions 
growing  out  of  the  alleged  insolvency  of  the  limited  part- 
nership. There  is  no  finding  of  the  referee,  nor  was  there 
any  request  for  him  to  find,  on  that  subject.  There  are 
no  obligations  on  the  pleadings  to  raise  the  question,  or  an 
issue  as  to  the  solvency  or  insolvency  of  the  firm. 

The  judgment  I  think  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

John  Jat,  receiver,  &c.,  appellant,  agt.  William  H.  De 
Gkoot,  Th£odor£  R.  B.  De  G&oot,  and  others,  respond- 
ents. 

Where  an  agreement  U  entered  into  between  a  creditor  and  his  debtors  for  gtaying 
the  entry  <tf  judgment  against  the  latter^  on  certain  conditions  and  payments 
being  performed,  and  during  the  performance  of  the  agreement  by  the  debtors, 
the  creditor  withoat  any  previons  notice  to  the  debtors  enters  np  judgment,  issues 
ezeoation  and  leyies  upon  the  debtors'  property,  the  Judgment  and  execution 
wiU  be  set  aside  with  costs,  and  the  judgment  canoeUed,  even  if  the  agrtement 
was  unlawful  and  could  not  be  enforced  by  legal  process. 

Jfew  York  General  Term,  May,  1864. 

Before  LEONAan,  P.  /.,  Clerke  and  Welles,  Justices. 

Kn^iLL  from  order  at  special  term  setting  aside  and  can- 
celling the  judgment  entered  in  this  action  on  the  11th 
of  June,  1862,  for  $2,279.09  against  the  above  defendants, 
William  H.  and  Theodore  R.  B.  De  Groot,  for  a  deficiency- 
arising  on  foreclosure  of  mortgage  and  the  execution  issued 
thereon,  and  that  plaintiff  be  restrained  from  issuing  eze- 
cution  thereon. 
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By  the  court,  Welles,  J.  We  incline  to  think  the  agree- 
ment set  forth  in  the  respondents'  papers  was  unlawful 
and  could  not  be  enforced  by  legal  process.  If  it  was  a 
valid  agreement,  the  defendants'  right  to  relief,  and  to  have 
the  judgment  set  aside,  and  to  be  restored  to  the  same  con- 
dition they  were  in  before  it  was  entered,  is  clear.  There  is 
no  contradiction  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  affidavits  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants,  and  they  show  that  the  judgment 
was  entered  up  in  palpable  violation  of  the  agreement. 

On  the  other  hypothesis  that  the  agreement  was  unlaw- 
ful, we  think  the  same  result  substantially  should  follow. 
The  agreement  appears  to  have  been  entered  into  in  sin- 
cerity, and  under  it  the  defendants  have  been  induced  to 
make  large  payments  in  money,  and  have  done  and  per- 
formed everything  on  their  part  required  by  the  agreement, 
and  undoubtedly  under  the  supposition  and  belief  that  the 
agreement  was  valid  and  binding  upon  both  parties.  If 
the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  intended  to  disaffirm  or  repu- 
diate it,  good  faith  required  of  them  to  apprise  the  defend- 
ants of  such  intention,  in  time  to  enable  them  to  defend 
themselves  against  the  proceeding  of  the  plaintiff  in  enter- 
ing up  and  perfecting  the  judgment.  Instead  of  which  the 
defendants  were  allowed  to  proceed  in  the  performance  of 
the  agreement  on  their  part,  with  the  knowledge  and  par- 
ticipation therein  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney,  without 
an  intimation  on  the  part  of  the  latter,  that  the  agreement 
was  not  to  be  fully  executed  and  performed  by  all  the  par- 
ties, until  the  sheriff  called  upon  the  defendants  with  the 
execution  and  levied  upon  their  store  of  goods.  To  allow 
the  plaintiff  to  retain  his  judgment  and  execution,  would 
be  to  give  him  an  unjust  and  unconscientious  advantage. 

The  order  of  the  special  term  should  therefore  be 
affirmed,  with  $10  costs* 

Leonabd,  J.  I  think  the  entry  of  judgment  was  invoking 
the  aid  of  the  court  at  a  time  when,  if  notice  had  been 
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served  so  that  the  other  party  could  have  been  heard,  the 
leave  to  enter  judgment  would  have  been  denied. 

The  judgment  should  be  set  aside,  with  costs. 

Clerke,  J.,  concurred. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Daniel  Fitgerald,  appellant  agt.  Anson  Blake,  respond- 
ent. 

Where  a  thaiff  reedteM  rents  from  a  defendant's  real  property  in  an  attachment 
soit,  the  ooart  pending  the  litigation,  will  order  the  amoont  thus  received  to  be 
applied  on  incumbrances  npon  the  property,  where  the  plaintiff's  seevrity  is  saf- 
ficient  without  it. 

Jfew  York  General  Term,  May,  1864. 

Before  Leonard,  P.  /.,  Welles  and  Clerke,  Justices. 

By  the  court,  Leonard,  J.  The  plaintiflF  appeals  from 
an  order  directing  a  sum  of  money  now  in  the  hands  of  the 
sheriff,  derived  from  the  rents  Of  real  estate  attached  under 
«  warrant  of  attachment  issued  in  this  action  against  the 
defendant  «8  a  non-resident  debtor,  to  be  applied  to  the 
satisfaction  of  an  outstanding  mortgage  against  one  of  the 
houses  and  lots  so  attached. 

The  right  of  the  sheriff  to  collect  these  rents  during  the 
pendency  of  the  litigation  hereiD,  to  determine  tlie  right 
of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  demand  alleged  to  be  due 
from  the  defendant,  has  not  been  disputed.  The  plaintiff 
insists  that  the  wife  of  the  defendant  is  the  owner  of  two 
of  the  houses  from  which  some  part  of  the  rent  was 
derived.  This  objection  is  met  by  the  defendant  full}'',  by 
obtaining  the  consent  of  his  wife  in  writing,  and  filing  it, 
to  the  application  of  the  rent  of  these  houses  in  the  man- 
ner asked  for  by  the  defendant.  I  am  unable  to  perceive 
that  the  security  of  the  plaintiff  will  be  in  any  way  im- 
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paired  by  the  application  of  the  rents  in  the  manner  aaked 
for,  while  there  will  be  a  continual  loss  of  interest  if  the 
money  remains  uninvested. in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff. 

The  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  $10  costs  to  the 
respondent,  to  await  the  final  judgment  in  the  action. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Daniel  Fitzgerald,  appellant  agt.  Anson  Blake,  respond- 
ent, 

Wheve  a  pluntiff  files  a  notiu  qf  lit  pendena,  in  an  attachment  snlt  affecting  real 
estate,  it  is  improper  to  inolnde  therein  any  real  property  which  the  sheriff  has 
not  ItvUdupon  under  the  attachment.  And  where  such  a  notice  includes  other 
premises  than  those  levied  npon>  it  will  he  held  inoperative  as  to  saoh  additional 
premises. 

JWto  York  General  Term,  May,  1864. 

Before  Leonard,  P,  J.,  Clerke  and  Welles,  Justices, 

By  the  court,  Leonard,  J.  The  plaintiff  filed  a  notice 
of  the  pendency  of  this  action,  and  this  court  at  special 
term,  on  motion,  directed  it  to  be  taken  from  the  files. 
Prom  this  order  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

The  action  is  for  the  recovery  of  money,  and  an  attachment 
was  issued  therein  against  the  defendant,  as  a  non-resident 
debtor.  The  notice  describes  the  premises  which  the  plain- 
tiff seeks  to  have  subjected  to  his  attachment,  and  includes 
a  large  amount  of  real  estate  not  seized  by  the  sheriff  under 
the  warrant  of  attachment.  It  was  admitted  on  the  argu- 
ment that  the  sheriff  had  returned  upon  the  said  warrant 
the  real  estate  which  he  had  levied  upon  by  a  specific 
description.  The  right  to  file  such  a  notice  is  expressly 
given  by  section  132  of  the  Code,  whenever  a  warrant  of 
attachment  has  been  issued  intended  to  affect  real  estate, 
but  the  notice  must  describe  the  property  affected  thereby, 
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and  state  the  names  of  the  parties  and  the  object  of  the 
action.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  attach  so  mnch  of 
the  property  of  the  defendant  as  will  be  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  plaintiff's  demand,  with  costs  and  expenses ;  the  amount 
of  the  demand  must  be  stated  in  the  warrant  in  conformity 
with  the  complaint.  In  this  case  the  sheriff  has  levied  on  so 
much  as  he  considered  sufficient.  The  extent  of  the  seizure 
was  within  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion  by  the  sheriff. 
If  his  levy  was  excessive,  the  defendant  might  complain, 
and  if  insufficient,  the  plaintiff.  He  is  responsible  to  both 
parties  for  the  exercise  of  a  sound  and  reasonable  discre- 
tion in  performing  his  duty.  The  plaintiff  has  no  authority 
to  dictate  the  extent  of  the  levy,  any  more  than  the 
defendant  has  to  limit  him.  The  plaintiff  can  point  out 
property  to  the  sheriff,  and  require  a  levy  upon  so  much 
as  will  be  sufficient,  but  the  sheriff  must  decide  for  himself 
upon  the  responsibility  which  attaches  to  his  office,  as  to 
the  extent  and  sufficiency  of  the  seizure. 

In  the  present  instance  the  plaintiff  attempts  to  affect 
real  estate  belonging  to  the  defendant,  by  filing  a  notice  of 
the  pendency  of  the  action,  and  including  therein  premises 
not  seized  by  the  sheriff  under  the  attachment.     In  my  yu^,^^--^^**^.^ 
opinion,  the  notice  affects  only  those  lands  which  the  sh^rrft  r:  K  r-  ^'  .^ 
has  attached,  and  is  inoperative  as  to  all  other  lands^jjijiP 
ded  therein.     The  notice  may  be  oppressive  in  its  opera- ,.    '.ty'S"'' 
tion  upon  the  defendant,  and  obstruct  him  in  the  enjoy ^W^  '  >  * 

of  his  property,  upon  which  no  levy  has  been  made  ui|der  t  v. 
the   attachment.      Such  a  contingency  ought  to  be  pt^' 
vented.      The  plaintiff's  attorneys  were  wrong,  perhaps' 
nnintentionally,  in  including  property  in  the  notice  which 
had  not  been  levied  on  by  the  sheriff. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  modified  so  as  to 
amend  the  notice  by  striking  therefrom  so  much  of  the 
premises  therein  described  as  have  not  been  levied  on  under 
the  warrant  of  attachment,  according  to  the  sheriff's  return 
on  the  said  warrant,  without  costs. 
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COURT  OP  APPEALS. 
Ignatz  Ratzky  agt.  The  People. 

Where  the  crime  of  murder  wm  eommitted while  the  aot  of  1860  VM  in  fall  oj^nm^ 

tion^  the  flubeequent  senttnce  of  theoonyict  shooM  be  the  one  prescribed  by  thai 
act :  That  is,  that  he  should  suffer /As  punishfMtU  qf  deaih,  after  imprisonment 
at  hard  labor  in  the  state  prison  for  one  year,  Ae.>  althoogh  that  Mi  doea  not 
in  terms  iweseribe  the  paaiahmflnt  of  dfeath. 

The  repeal  of  the  act  of  1860  by  the  act  of  1862  {du^.  191,  p.  868)^  was  wholly 
prospedive,  and  did  not  affect  the  panishment  of  offences  eommltted  before  saeh 
repeal. 

Whore  a  prisoner  on  trial  for  nrarder  ie  fonnd  guilty^  and  before  aentenoej  th^ 
legislature  pass  an  act  which  in  effect  declares  that  when  an  erroneous  Judfment 
is  given  in  a  tourt  of  original  orUninml  jttrisdietion,  the  eupreme  oovrt  m^y,  <tt 
errorj  reverse  the  judgment  alone;  but  if  there  be  no  error  in  the  trial  or  Ter- 
dict,  the  record  is  to  be  remitted^  to  the  end  that  a  proper  judgment  nuiy  bo 
pronounced: 

Heldy  that  this  aot  having  been  passed  'after  the  oonviotion  in  tiiis  ease,  thongli 
before  the  sentenoe  or  judgment  was  passed  upon  the  prisoner,  it  applied  to  the 
case,  and  required  the  appellate  court,  on  determining  that  the  original  judg- 
ment was  erroneous,  to  remit  the  ease  to  the  oyer  and  terminer,  with  dtreetiont 
to  pronoanee  the  proper  Judgment,  instead  of  discharging  the  pdioaer. 

June  Term,  1864. 

Writ  of  error  to  the  supreme  court  to  bring  up  the 
record  and  judgment  on  the  trial,  conviction  and  sentence 
of  the  prisoner  for  the  crime  of  murder 

S.  D.  Morris,  for  people. 
S.  H.  Stuart,  for  prisoner. 

Demio,  0.  J.  The  conclusions  to  which  I  have  come 
upon  the  examination  of  this  case  are  the  following : 

1.  As  the  offence  was  committed  while  the  act  of  1860 
was  in  full  operation,  the  judgment  should  have  been  the 
one  prescribed  by  that  act,  namely,  that  the  convict  should 
Buffer  the  punishment  of  death,  and  that  he  should  be  con- 
fined at  hard  labor  in  the  state  prison  until  such  punish- 
ment should  be  inflicted,  but  that  he  should  not  be  exe- 
cuted in  pursuance  of  such  sentence  within  one  year  from 
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the  day  of  paseiog  such  sentence,  nor  until  the  whole  record 
of  the  proceedings  shall  be  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the 
court  of  oyer  and  terminer  of  Kings  county,  under  the  seal 
thereof,  to  the  governor  of  this  state,  nor  until  a  warrant 
shall  be  issued  by  the  goyernor,  under  the  great  seal  of  the 
state,  directed  to  the  sherifif  of  the  county  in  which  the 
state  prison  shall  be  situated,  commanding  the  said  sen* 
tence  of  death  to  be  executed.  The  point  that  the  act 
does  not  in  terms  prescribe  the  punishment  of  death  has 
been  considered  by  this  court,  and  held  not  to  be  tenable 
{Lowenberg  agt.  The  People^  September  term,  1863|  repcrtei 
26  Hw.  202). 

The  judgment  of  the  oyer  and  terminer  which  was 
affirmed  by  the  supreme  court  condemned  the  convict  abso- 
lutely  to  the  punishment  of  death  by  hanging,  on  a  day 
Ikbout  five  months  after  the  conviction,  without  requiring 
any  warrant  to  be  issued  by  the  governor.  This  was  a 
wide  departure  from  the  mandate  of  the  statute,  and  was 
clearly  erroneous.  It  is  claimed  to  have  been  justified  by 
the  efiect  of  the  act  of  April  12,  1862  {chap.  197,  p.  368). 
The  first  section  repeals  the  act  of  1860,  and  another  act 
not  material  to  the  present  purpose.  But  that  repeal  was 
wholly  prospective,  and  did  not  affect  the  punishment  of 
offences  committed  before  such  repeal.  This  is  expressly 
declared  by  the  second  section,  which  is  in  these  words : 
*'  No  offence  committed  previous  to  the  time  when  this 
statute  shall  take  effect,  shall  be  affected  by  this  act,  except 
that  where  any  punishment  shall  be  mitigated  by  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act,  such  provision  shall  control  any  judg- 
ment to  be  pronounced  after  the  said  act  shall  take  effect 
for  any  offences  committed  before  that  time." 

It  is  argued  that  the  word  offence  as  first  used  in  the 
section,  does  not  embrace  the  idea  of  punishment.  But  I 
am  of  opinion  that  such  a  construction  would  be  altogether 
too  narrow.  The  whole  scope  of  the  statute  concerns  the 
punishment  of  crimes ;  and  when  it  is  said  that  no  offence 
Vol.  XXVIIL  8 
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committed  before  it  shonld  come  into  operation  should  be 
affected  by  it,  the  meaning  is  extremely  clear,  that  the 
punishment  which  it  prescribes  should  not  be  visited  upon 
the  persons  committing  the  offences  which  on  account  of 
the  time  they  were  committed  are  excluded  from  its  scope. 
If  it  were  otherwise  doubtful,  the  exception  which  declares 
that  a  mitigated  punishment  should,  notwithstanding  the 
general  language,  be  applied  to  the  case  of  such  former 
offenders,  makes  the  sense  very  plain. 

2.  The  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  judgment 
should  be  reversed  and  the  prisoner  discharged  according 
to  the  former  rule,  or  the  record  be  remitted  to  the  oyer 
and  terminer,  to  pass  a  legal  sentence  upon  the  conviction. 
This  latter  course  is  now  authorized  by  statute  {Laws  of 
1863,  ch.  226,  p.  406).  The  conviction  was  legal,  and  the 
sentence  only  was  erroneous.  The  only  question  is,  whether 
the  act,  having  been  passed  after  the  conviction,  though 
before  the  judgment  was  given  in  the  supreme  court,  could 
be  applied  to  the  case.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  can  be 
applied.  The  forms  of  judicial  proceedings  are  under  the 
control  of  the  legislature.  The  case  is  not  within  the  con- 
stitutional provision  which  forbids  a  person  being  twice  put 
in  jeopardy  for  the  same  offence.  A  person  is  said  to  be 
put  in  jeopardy  only  when  he  is  a  second  time  tried  upon 
a  criminal  accusation,  but  the  term  has  no  relation  to  the 
reversal  of  an  erroneous  judgment,  and  pronouncing  a  legal 
one,  pursuant  to  one  legal  conviction.  It  may  be  of  some 
importance  to  inquire  when  the  existing  judgment  was  pro- 
nounced in  the  oyer  and  terminer,  in  reference  to  the  time 
of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1863.  The  narrative  parts 
of  the  record  would  seem  to  show  that  it  was  on  the  20th 
April,  1863,  which  is  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act.  But 
the  record  also  states  that  on  the  25th  of  June  following, 
a  motion  was  made  in  the  oyer  and  terminer  for  the  arrest 
of  judgment,  and  that  it  was  denied  on  the  3d  day  of  Au- 
gust ensuing.    Such  a  motion  can  only  be  made  on  the 
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yerdict,  and  it  must  be  before  judgmeBt.  Taking  the 
record  together,  we  must  intend  that  the  sentence  was  pro* 
nounced  on  or  after  the  3d  day  of  August.  The  case  then 
is  this  :  After  the  verdict  had  been  given,  and  before  sen- 
tence, the  legislature  declare  in  effect,  that  when  an  erro* 
neous  judgment  is  given  in  a  court  of  original  criminal 
jurisdiction,  the  supreme  court  may,  on  error,  reverse  the 
judgment  alone :  but  if  there  be  no  error  in  the  trial  or 
verdict,  the  record  is  to  be  remitted,  to  the  end  that  a 
proper  judgment  may  be  pronounced.  If  it  could  be  main* 
tdined  that  the  legislature  could  not  rightfully  interpose 
after  the  judgment  had  been  pronounced,  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  deprive  the  prisoner  of  the  full  benefit  of  a  writ  of 
error  under  the  existing  laws,  and  of  the  right  to  have  the 
judgment  reversed,  and  to  be  discharged,  the  principle 
would  not  aid  the  plaintiff  in  error,  for  such  was  not  the  ' 
order  of  the  events.  I  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  supreme 
court  should  have  reversed  the  judgment  which  was  actually 
given,  and  have  remitted  the  recovd  to  the  oyer  and  termi- 
ner, with  direction  to  pronounce  the  judgment  prescribed 
by  the  act  of  1860,  the  form  of  which  has  been  indicated. 
If  I  am  sustained  by  my  brethren  in  these  views,  such 
IB  the  judgment  which  must  be  given  on  this  writ  of  error. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Hoffman  agt.  Van.  Nost&and  and  others. 

Where  a  hank  tak68  stock  from  an  indiyidnal  m  oollftteral  seonrity  to  the  payment 
of  hie  firominory  note,  and  then  aeUa  the  etook,  and  fabeeqnently  on  the  expi- 
ration of  their  oharter,  they  aseign  all  their  property  and  anets  for  a  yalnable 
eoDtideration,  to  a  new  and  distinct  bank  formed  under  another  law,  the  latter 
aamming  tpeoifioally  certain  debts  and  liabilities  as  a  part  of  snch  consideration ; 
the  owner  of  the  stoeh  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  the  latter  hank  for  the 
ralne  of  the  stock  on  tendering  the  amount  of  the  note,  where  there  is  no  proof 
that  the  latter  bank  oyer  reeeiyed  any  amount  sufficient  to  pay  the  claim,  or  aqy 
other  elaima  againit  the  old  bank. 
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JVet0  York  General  Terniy  May,  1864. 

Before  LsoKABDy  P.  J.,  Glebke  and  Ba&na&d,  Justices. 

Bj  the  court,  Glekke,  J.  I  think  the  referee  erred  in 
the  reasons  upon  which  he  based  his  decision,  although  the 
decision  itself  is  correct.  The  statute  of  limitations  has 
nothing  to  do  with  this  case.  If  the  defendants  were  liable 
at  all,  no  cause  of  action  accrued  until  the  plaintiff  ten- 
dered payment  of  the  note,  and  demanded  a  return  of  the 
stock  which  had  been  given  as  collateral  security.  The 
defendants  refused  to  receive  the  money  and  to  return  the 
stock,  on  the  ground  that  they  could  not  comply  with  the 
demand,  as  the  stock  had  been  sold  by  the  old  bank  before 
it  had  sold  out  to  the  new  bank.  Having  thus  absolutely 
declined  to  receive  the  money,  it  mattered  not  whether  the 
person  making  the  demand  had  the  money  in  his  possession 
at  the  time  or  not,  and  if  these  defendants  were  liable  at 
all,  a  right  of  action  accrued  immediately  on  this  refusal. 

Assuming  then  that  tlie  demand  and  tender  were  properly 
made,  are  they  liable  ?  The  defendants  are  sued  as  trus- 
tees of  the  late  banking  corporation,  known  as  the  presi- 
dent, directors  and  company  of  the  Merchants'  Exchange 
Bank.  The  charter  of  this  association  having  expired,  the 
president  and  directors  assigned  all  its  property  and  assets, 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  ta  a  new  and  distinct  corpo- 
ration formed  under  the  general  banking  law,  the  latter 
assuming  specifically  certain  debts  and  liabilities  as  a  part 
of  the  consideration  of  the  transfer.  The  old  association, 
previous  to  its  dissolution,  sold  the  stock,  the  value  of  which 
the  plaintiflF  seeks  to  recover  from  the  defendants.  There 
is  no  proof  that  the  defendants  ever  received  any  assets,  or 
that  they  ever  received  any  amount  sufficient  to  pay  this  , 
claim,  or  any  other  claims  against  the  old  bank.  The 
statute  declaring  that  the  directors  and  managers  of  any 
corporation  shall,  upon  its  dissolution,  be  the  trustees  of 
the  creditors  and  stockholders,  fixes  no  such  liability  as  is 
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clftimed  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case ;  on  the  con- 
trary, it  expressly  limits  the  liability  to  the  extent  of  the 
property  and  e^cts  that  shall  come  into  their  hands. 

Even  if  a  right  of  action  against  the  new  bank  conld  be 
deemed  property  and  effects,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  still  no  such  right  of  action  relating  to  the  stock 
in  qnestion  can  accrue  to  the  defendants.  The  debts  and 
liabilities  of  the  old  bank  assumed  by  the  new,  are  specifi- 
cally set  forth  in  the  bill  of  sale,  and  the  plaintiff's  claim 
is  not  among  them.  So  that  whether  the  sale  of  the  plain* 
tiff's  stock  was  rightfully  or  wrongfully  made  by  the  old 
bank,  the  defendants  are  not  liable  as  trustees,  or  in  this 
form  of  action. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

John  Brotherson,  respondent   agt.  Emanuel   Consalus, 

appellant. 

CoNSALtTs,  appellant  agt.  Brotherson,  respondent. 

Can  this  court  at  a  general  term,  in  an  action  which  arose  in  their  district,  on  set- 
ting aside  a  default  on  appeal  in  the  action,  which  was  taken  at  a  general  term 
of  an  adjoining  district,  and  directing  that  the  cause  be  heard  on  the  appeal  at  the 
next  general  term  in  the  former  dietrict,  wbioh  motion  was  oppoeed,  deprive  the 
court  in  the  latter  district  from  hearing  the  appeal,  when  it  is  regularly  noticed 
in  the  latter  court? 

In  other  words,  does  the  ordsr  of  one  general  teim  Which  Is  grftnted  on  opposition^ 
setting  aside  the  default  taken  at  another  general  term  in  an  a4joining  district, 
where  the  cause  was  regularly  noticed,  and  directing  the  appeal  to  be  heard  in 
the  district  where  tlie  order  is  made,  pw  $e  stay  the  hearing  of  the  ippeal  ia  the 
adjoining  district? 

Albany  General  Term,  December  5,  1884. 
Before  Peckham,  Miller  and  Ingalls  Justices, 
The  defendant  appealed  in  the  first  above  canse  from  a 
judgment  of  Justice  Bockes. 
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In  the  second  cause  the  plaintiff  appealed  from  an  order 
of  Justice  RosEKRANs,  made  the  fourth  Tuesday  of  August, 
1864,  setting  aside  the  plaintiff's  judgment  for  alleged 
irregularity.  The  place  of  trial  is  Saratoga  county,  fourth 
district. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellant  regularly  noticed  each 
appeal  for  argument  at  the  Albany  general  term,  held  in 
the  third  district  in  September,  1864,  that  county  adjoin- 
ing Saratoga.  The  respondent  did  not  appear  at  the  Sep- 
tember term,  and  his  default  was  taken  in  each  case.  The 
respondent  made  an  affidavit,  saying  he  got  left  by  the  cars 
the  first  day  of  that  term,  and  upon  that  ground  moved  at 
the  October  general  term,  in  the  fourth  district,  to  open 
the  defaults,  which  motions  were  granted,  as  follows : 

"  Motion  to  open  defaults  granted,  appeal  to  be  heard  at 
the  next  Schenectady  general  term,  without  further  notice, 
on  condition  that  the  respondent  within  twenty  days  after 
the  service  of  this  order  pay  to  the  appellant's  attorney 
$10  costs  of  this  motion,  and  in  case  of  non-payment  of 
such  costs,  then  the  motion  is  denied  with  $10  costs/' 

The  respondent  paid  the  costs  in  time.  Thereupon  the 
attorney  for  the  appellant  noticed  the  causes  for  the  Albany 
general  term,  to  be  held  December  5th,  1864,  and  the  first 
cause  was  placed  on  the  calendar.  At  the  opening  of  this 
term, 

John  Brotherson,  in  person^ 

moved  to  strike  the  first  cause  from  the  calendar,  and  that 
the  court  do  not  hear  the  other,  on  the  ground  that  the 
aforesaid  order  granted  in  the  fourth  district  prevented  the 
hearing  of  the  causes  in  the  third  district,  and  operated  as 
a  stay  against  the  appellant's  bringing  on  the  causes  here. 

E.  F.  BuLLARD,  opposed  said  motion, 
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and  read  an  aflSdavit  that  he  opposed  the  order  granted  in 
the  fourth  district,  and  that  it  was  not  made  by  his  consent. 

I.  For  the  appellant,  he  contended  that  the  fair  con- 
struction of  the  clause  in  the  order  directing  the  cause  to 
be  heard  at  Schenectady,  without  further  notice,  was,  that 
it  was  imposed  as  a  condition  upon  the  respondent,  but  not 

.upon  the  appellant;  that  the  appellant  need  not  take 
advantage  or  accept  of  such  condition ;  that  the  Schenec- 
tady term  does  not  occur  until  January  next,  and  it  is  not 
reasonable  that  the  court  intended  to  delay  the  appellant, 
who  is  endeavoring  to  forward  the  arguments. 

II.  That  any  other  construction  would  assume  that  the 
court  in  the  fourth  district  had  not  treated  the  court  in  the 
third  district  with  proper  comity,  and  might  lead  to  the 
inference  that  the  court  in  the  fourth  district  desired  the 
case  to  be  heard  before  it,  because  the  decisions  below  had 
been  made  by  single  justices  who  would  compose  the  appel- 
late court  in  that  district. 

III.  That  such  order  could  not  in  any  sense  be  construed 
as  a  stay,  or  any  special  direction  that  the  appeal  should  be 
heard  only  in  such  fourth  district,  because  no  such  motion 
was  made  in  the  fourth  district,  and  no  cause  is  shown  for 
such  order,  unless  the  fact  that  the  appeals  in  that  district 
would  be  heard  before  two  of  the  judges  who  had  made  the 
decisions  below,  is  to  be  deemed  such  cause.  The  term 
for  the  third  district  first  occurred  in  September,  at  Albany, 
and  as  that  county  adjoins  Saratoga,  the  statute  gave  the 
appellant  the  right  to  notice  the  cause  there  without  wait- 
ing until  October,  and  travelling  over  two  hundred  miles 
to  St.  Lawrence  county  to  attend  that  term  {Code,  §  346). 

The  Coukt  denied  the  motion,  and  held  that  the  appel- 
lant had  the  right  to  bring  on  the  appeals  at  this  term. 
The  appellant  then  moved  the  argument  in  the  second 
cause.    The  respondent  stated  he  wished  time  to  prepare 
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for  the  argmnent,  and  at  his  request  both  caiises  were  set 
down  for  the  first  Thursday  of  this  term. 

On  that  day,  John  K.  Portee,  connsel  for  the  appellant 
appeared,  bat  the  respondent  did  not  appear,  and  his  default 
was  taken  in  the  second  cause,  reversing  the  order  of  the 
special  term,  with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Jeeusha  McCardel  agt.  Delay  an  Peck. 

A  party  will  be  reitrained  Vy  Injanetlon  from  the  oontiiiii«d  use  of  a  tratU  mark 
bolongins  to  another,  whiofa  he  has  need  imder  an  agrBement  and  with  the  eon- 
sent  of  the  owner)  and  for  the  benefit  of  both,  after  the  owner  shall  withdraw 
his  interest  from  the  business,  and  claim  the  use  of  his  trade  mark  ezelnsirely, 
nnleas  the  party  elaiming  to  use  it  shall  show  elearly  by  the  agreement  that  ihe 
owner  intended  to  and  had  forever  parted  with  his  right  to  the  nse  of  saeh 
trade  mark. 

The  eonrt  may  allow  the  nse  of  the  trade  mark  to  a  oertaxn  extent  in  sneh  a  ease, 
where  apparently  it  will  work  no  ii^nry  or  damage  to  the  owner,  and  wovid  be  m 
■erions  damage  to  the  other  party  to  restrain  its  nse. 

Where  an  injunetUm  order  served,  is  definite  and  peremptory,  the  defendant  mnsi 
obey  it,  or  at  onee  proente  an  alteration  or  dissolntion  of  it  (nnder  $  824  of  tha 
Code).  If  he  falls  to  do  either^  an  attachment  for  contempt  will  issue  against 
him. 

Albany  General  Term,  March,  1864. 

Before  Peckham,  Miller  and  Ingalls,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  order  of  special  term  denying  motion  to 
dissolve  injunction,  and  directing  an  attachment  to  be  issued 
for  its  violation. 

This  action  was  brought  bj  the  plaintiff  to  restrain  the 
defendant  from  a  further  and  continued  use  of  the  name 
of  the  ^^McCardel  House/'  in  his  business,  or  in  or  upon 
the  building  wherein  the  same  was  conducted,  in  the  citj 
of  Albany,  or  in  any  other  manner  whereby  the  rights  of 
the  plaintiff  are  prejudiced.  An  injunction  was  issued  on 
the  23d  of  July,  1863,  by  which  the  defendant  was  required 
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to  refrain  on  and  after  the  2Sd  of  Augnst,  1863,  from  using 
said  name  until  the  further  order  of  the  court.  The  de- 
fendant now  moves  to  dissolve  said  injunction,  and  the 
plaintiflF  moves  for  an  attachment  against  the  defendant 
for  continuing  to  use  said  name  after  the  23d  of  August, 
the  time  specified  in  the  injunction  order. 

The  complaint  in  this  action  alleges  that  the  plaintiff's 
husband  had  been  engaged  in  carrying  on  the  business  of  a 
restaurant,  under  the  name  of  the  **  McCardel  House." 
That  the  plaintiff  succeeded  to  said  busiuess  with  the  con- 
sent of  her  said  husband,  and  that  the  name  became  popu- 
lar. That  the  defendant  started  a  restaurant  in  Albany, 
and  by  signs  upon  the  walls  of  the  building,  by  advertise- 
ment, by  letters  on  dishes,  plate  and  silver  ware,  called 
>aid  building  the  **  McCardel  House."  That  the  plaintiff 
was  thereby  injured,  and  claims  to  recover  damages,  and 
asks  for  an  injunction  restraining  the  defendant  from  using 
said  name,  &c. 

The  affidavits  upon  which  the  motion  to  dissolve  the 
injunction  in  this  cause  is  made,  show  that  certain  individ- 
uals assisted  William  P.  Hitchcock  in  procuring  means  to 
furnish  the  restaurant  called  the  **  McCardel  House,"  ih 
Broadway,  Albany,  and  that  it  was  opened  and  has  since 
been  continued  as  the  "  McCardel  House,"  with  the  knowl- 
edge, consent  and  agreement  of  John  McCardel,  who  was 
employed  as  an  agent  or  assistant  of  said  Hitchcock  until 
May,  1862,  when  McCardel  left  the  employment  of  Hitch- 
cock, who  continued  the  business  in  the  same  name  until 
May,  1863,  when  he  sold  out  to  the  defendant. 

The  affidavrts  of  the  plaintiff  show  that  the  business 
was  started  in  the  name  of  Hitchcock,  who  was  a  brother- 
in-law  of  McCardel,  for  the  benefit  of  McCardel,  who  wag 
employed  as  an  assistant,  and  interested  in  the  success  of 
said  business,  and  the  building  was  designated  the  "  McCar- 
del House,"  and  some  of  the  signs  theretofore  used  by 
McCardel  were  used  in  or  upon  the  premises ;  that  neither 
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McCardel  or  his  wife  sold  the  right  to  the  use  of  such  name, 
nor  the  goodwill  of  the  business,  nor  the  signs,  nor  has 
McCardel  assented  at  any  time  to  the  use  of  said  name 
except  while  directly  benefitting  him  or  his  wife ;  that 
hearing  it  was  contemplated  by  Hitchcock  to  sell  said 
premises  to  the  defendant,  he  called  upon  the  defendant 
prior  to  the  sale,  and  informed  him  that  the  right  to  use 
the  name  belonged  to  the  plaintiff;  that  he  also  called  upon 
one  of  the  individuals  who  assisted  Hitchcock,  who  prom- 
ised him  that  the  use  of  his  name  should  be  discontinued, 
and  that  it  would  be  a  good  time  to  do  it  when  the  defend- 
ant took  possession  of  the  premises. 

The  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  was  denied,  and 
the  motion  for  attachment  granted.  The  defendant  ap- 
pealed from  these  orders  to  the  general  term. 

C.  B.  GocH&AN,  for  defendant  and  appellant. 
Geo.  Wolford,  for  plaint^  and  respondent. 

By  the  court.  Miller,  J.  It  appears  to  be  conceded  that 
the  name  of  "McCardel  House"  was  used  originally  at 
the  place  of  business  now  occupied  by  the  defendant,  by 
his  predecessor,  Hitchcock,  with  the  knowledge  and  con- 
sent of  John  McCardel  and  of  his  wife,  the  plaintiff  in  this 
action.  The  original  arrangement  with  Hitchcock,  of  whom 
the  defendant  purchased,  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  John 
McCardel  himself,  who  was  employed  as  an  agent  or  assist- 
ant in  the  establishment.  The  terms  upon  which  he  was 
thus  engaged  do  not  distinctly  appear,  but  there  is  suflScient 
to  show  that  the  object  of  the  arrangement  was  to  assist 
McCardel  in  business,  or  rather  to  furnish  him  employment. 
McCardel  left  the  business,  and  hence  so  far  as  he  was 
concerned,  he  derived  no  benefit  from  conducting  it  in  that 
name  afterwards. 

The  question  then  arises  whether  the  consent  given  by 
John  McCardel  to  the  use  of  his  name  in  connection  with 
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the  bnsmess  was  revocable,  and  actually  revoked  by  Mo- 
Gardel  or  his  wife.  A  person  may  nndonbiedly  consent  to 
the  employment  of  his  name  for  snch  a  purpose,  but  if  such 
consent  be  purely  gratuitous,  or  unless  there  is  some  valid 
agreement  binding  upon  the  party  who  thus  gives  such 
consent,  it  maybe  withdrawn  at  the  pleasure  of  such  party 
{Amaskeag  Manufacturing  Co.  agt.  Spear^  2  Sand.  S.  C.  R. 
615).  Whether  there  was  a  valid  contract  in  this  case  so 
as  to  deprive  the  party  forever  afterwards  from  the  use  of 
his  name,  must  depend  very  much  upon  the  fact  whether 
the  original  agreement  established  any  such  contract. 
There  was  certainly  no  specific  agreement  to  that  efifect, 
and  had  it  been  intended  to  place  the  matter  beyond  any 
question,  such  a  provision  would  have  accomplished  that 
purpose.  The  only  consideration  for  the  arrangement  was 
that  McCardel  was  to  be  benefited  thereby.  This  has 
failed  by  the  withdrawal  of  McCardel  from  the  business, 
and  therefore  it  cannot  be  claimed  that  such  a  consideration 
still  exists.  I  incline  to  think  that  the  consideration  hav- 
ing failed,  the  agreement  to  use  the  name  was  ended,  and 
McCardel  had  a  right  to  revoke  his  consent  previously 
given. 

The  party  entering  into  such  an  arrangement  with 
another  person,  should  provide  against  a  aifficulty  of  the 
character  now  presented.  If  he  chose  to  accept  a  mere 
verbal  permission  to  use  a  name  'in  his  business,  without 
any  positive  agreement  as  to  time  and  permanency,  and 
run  the  risk  of  the  arrangement  being  broken  up  by  a  dis- 
agreement, he  has  no  right  to  complain  because  such  a  con- 
tingency, which  could  have  been  averted  and  avoided,  has 
arrived.  He  should  have  been  more  careful  in  guarding 
against  a  possible  rupture  between  the  parties  to  the  con- 
tract. But  with  whatever  force  it  may  be  urged  in  favor 
of  Hitchcock  that  he  acted  under  a  belief  that  the  employ- 
ment of  McGardel's  name  was  to  remain  permanent,  the 
same  argument  can  scarcely  be  said  to  be  applicable  to  the 
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defendant,  who  was  duly  notified  by  John  McGardel  that 
he  claimed  the  exclusive  right  to  nse  the  name.  The 
defendant  purchased  with  fall  knowledge  of  McCarders 
claim,  and  therefore  has  less  grounds  for  complaint  if  it  is 
enforced. 

The  nse  of  names  and  trade  marks  in  business  when  made 
valuable  has  always  been  protected  by  the  courts,  and  any 
improper  appropriation  of  them  without  the  authority  of 
the  owner  will  be  restrained  by  injunction.  It  has  never 
been  held  that  a  mere  consent  or  acquiescence  in  the  use 
of  a  name  or  trade  mark  conferred  an  absolute  and  an 
irrevocable  right  which  could  not  be  annulled.  While  it 
may  temporarily  transfer  and  impart  a  right,  it  by  no 
means  follows  that  such  a  right  is  so  fixed  and  determined 
that  the  original  owner  is  forever  afterwards  debarred  from 
revoking  a  permission  previously  given.  The  extent  and 
character  of  the  privilege  thus  conferred,  must  depend  very 
much  upon  the  agreement  and  the  circumstances  of  the 
cas^,  and  I  think  it  should  be  quite  clear  that  a  party  had 
parted  forever  with  his  right  to  the  use  of  his  name  which 
he  had  made  valuable,  before  the  courts  are  authorized  to 
hold  that  such  was  the  intention.  {See  Howard  agt.  Hen- 
rtques,  8  Sanf.  8.  C.  R.  725,  721 ;  Peters  agt  Humphrey, 
4  Jlhb.  394 ;  Howe  agt.  Searing,  19  How.  14.) 

It  is  urged  that  large  expenditures  have  been  made  and 
incurred,  the  naine  having  been  engraved  upon  the  plate 
and  other  articles,  so  as  to  render  them  useless  if  the 
injunction  order  is  sustained.  As  the  plaintiff's  husband 
consented  to  the  pl'operty  being  thus  marked,  and  as  these 
articles  would  necessarily  become  valueless  if  the  injunction 
is  continued  in  force  as  to  them,  and  as  the  use  of  them 
with  the  name  upon  them,  of  itself,  would  produce  no  seri- 
ous injury  to  the  plaintiff's  rights,  I  think  the  injunction 
should  be  modified  as  to  them,  and  should  only  be  retained  so 
as  to  prohibit  the  use  of  the  name  "  McCardel  House  "  by 
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the  defendant  upon  his  building  in  Albany,  or  as  a  business 
sign  in  conducting  his  establishment. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  wife  of  John  McCardel,  cannot, 
Ttnder  apy  circumstances,  maintain  this  action.  The  com- 
plaint alleges  that  the  plaintiff  succeeded  to  her  husband's 
business  and  to  the  use  of  his  name,  with  the  consent  and 
agreement  of  her  said  husband,  and  I  think  this  is  a  suffi- 
cient claim  to  the  use  t)f  the  name  as  against  the  defend- 
ant, who  has  no  legal  right  thereto  from  the  husband,  so  as 
to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  the  suit. 

At  the  same  time  when  the  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunc- 
tion was  made,  the  plaintiff  moves  for  an  order  that  an 
attachment  as  for  a  contempt  be  issued  against  the  defend- 
ant for  a  violation  of  the  order  of  injunction.  It  is  admit- 
ted that  the  defendant  has  not  refrained  from  the  use  of 
the  name  ''  McCardel  House,"  and  that  he  has  continued 
to  use  it,  but  it  is  said  he  has  moved  at  the  first  special 
term  after  the  time  for  refraining  to  use  the  name  was  fixed, 
to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  hence  he  is  not  in  contempt. 
I  think  the  defendant  furnishes  no  sufficient  excuse  for  vio- 
lating the  injunction  order.  He  could  have  moved  for  a 
modification  of  the  order  if  too  onerous,  or  it  was  desirable 
that  the  time  should  be  further  extended,  under  section 
324  of  the  Code.  He  has.  no  right  to  wait  until  the  expi- 
ration of  the  time  fixed,  aud  to  continue  its  violation,  and 
then  make  his  motion.  The  order  is  definite  and  per- 
emptory, and  he  must  be  prepared  to  obey  it  or  procure  an 
alteration  of  its  mandate.  The  defendant  was  clearly  guilty 
of  a  contempt  in  using  the  name  in  violation  of  the  order 
after  the  23d  of  August,  and  for  that  contempt  was  liable 
to  an  attachment. 

With  the  views  expressed,  the  order  directing  that  an 
attachment  issue  for  a  violation  of  the  injunction  should 
be  affirmed,  with  ten  dollars  costs.  And  the  order  denying 
motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  should  be  piodified  as 
before  stated,  without  costs  to  either  party, 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Wm.  a.  Andrews,  respondent  agt.  James  A.  Rowan,  appel- 
lant. 

Wbero  pending  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  can/iferHon  of  penonal 
property  exempt  from  lery  and  sale  npon  exeontion,  a  reuivtr  of  the  plaintiff'! 
property  ia  appointed  in  proceedings  supplementaiy  to  ezecntion,  the  right  of 
action  which  the  plaintiff  hai  in  the  pending  action  dO€8  not  pan  to  tK$  receiver. 
The  right  of  action  not  Testing  in  the  receiver,  there  is  no  ground  to  claim  thai 
the  Judgment  thereafter  recovered  vested  in  him. 

And  incase  of  the  appointment  of  another  receiver  of  the  plaintiff,  whose  an>oint- 
ment  would  be  iubseqitent  to  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  in  the  pending  aotioAy 
such  receiver  would  not  be  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  the  judgment  as  againat 
the  plaintiff. 

Erie  General  Temij  Sept  ember  f  1864. 

Before  Davis,  P.  /.,  Gkover,  Daniels  and  Marvin,  JW- 
tices. 

Appeal  from  order  of  Genesee  county  court,  refusing  to 
direct  the  sheriff  to  return  satisfied  an  execution  (for  the 
conversion  of  exempt  property)  which  he  had  against  defend- 
ant Rowan,  and  the  judgment  in  which  case  Rowan  claimed 
passed  to  Andrews,  receiver,  to  whom  Rowan  paid  or  ten- 
dered payment  of  the  judgment. 

Geo.  Bowen,  for  respondent. 
Wakeman  &  Bryan,  for  appellant. 

By  the  court,  Grover,  J.  The  aflSdavits  used  upon  the 
motion  before  the  county  judge,  showed  that  the  action 
in  which  the  respondent  recovered  the  judgment  upon 
which  the  execution  which  the  appellant  sought  to  have 
an  order  directing  the  sheriff  to  return  satisfied,  was  issued, 
was  brought  to  recover  for  the  conversion  of  property 
exempt  from  levy  and  sale  upon  execution ;  that  the  action 
was  pending  at  the  time  of  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
of  the  plaintiff's  property  in  proceedings  supplemental  to 
execution,  in  the  Genesee  county  court,  upon  appeal ;  that 
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the  cause  was  thereafter  tried  and  a  verdict  for  the  respond- 
ent rendered,  npon  which  the  judgment  was  entered.  I 
think  it  clear  that  this  right  of  action  did  not  pass  to  the 
receiver.  It  was  founded  upon  an  injury  to  property  which 
the  creditor  had  no  claim  to  have  applied  to  the  payment 
of  his  debt.  The  property  was  taken  from  the  respondent 
without  his  consent,  and  he  had  the  right  of  election  either 
to  prosecute  the  action  to  judgment  and  collect  damages, 
or  discontinue  the  same  and  sue  to  recover  the  possession 
of  the  specific  property.  With  the  exercise  of  this  right 
neither  the  creditors  of  the  respondent  nor  the  receiver 
could  at  all  interfere.  The  right  of  action  not  vesting  in 
the  receiver,  there  is  no  ground  for  claiming  that  the  judg- 
ment thereafter  recovered  vested  in  him,  consequently  the 
judgment  debtor  had  no  right  to  pay  the  same  to  the 
receiver,  and  such  payment  did  not  satisfy  the  judgment 
{Hudson  agt.  Pletz,  11  Paige,  180).  This  view  disposes 
of  the  motion,  but  as  another  receiver  may  be  appointed, 
whose  appointment  would  be  subsequent  to  the  recovery 
of  the  judgment,  it  may  be  well  to  consider  whether 
such  receiver  would  be  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  the 
judgment  as  against  the  respondent. 

The  statute  exempting  certain  property  of  the  debtor 
from  execution,  should  be  fairly  construed,  to  enable  the 
debtor  to  enjoy  such  property.  If  when  such  property  is 
wrongfully  taken  from  the  debtor,  against  his  will,  the  law 
does  not  afford  him  an  adequate  remedy  for  the  injury,  and 
protect  him  in  its  enforcement,  the  statute  is  to  the  extent 
of  the  failure  rendered  nugatory.  If  the  judgment  ren- 
dered for  the  injury  may  be  acquired  by  a  judgment  credi- 
tor, by  proceedings  supplemental  to  execution,  there  would 
be  nothing  to  prevent  seizing  exempt  property,  selling  it 
upon  execution,  and  when  the  debtor  had  sued  and  recov- 
ered a  judgment  therefor,  compelling  the  application  of 
such  judgment  to  the  payment  of  the  debt  for  which  the 
property  was  seized,  thus  entirely  depriving  the  debtor  of 
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the  exemption,  and  enabling  the  creditor  in  this  way  to 
collect  his  debt  from  property  that  the  law  has  declared 
not  liable  for  its  payment ;  such  construction  if  the  lan- 
guage will  permit,  should  be  adopted  as  will  secure  the 
debtor  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  exempt  property,  and  afford 
him  an  adequate  and  complete  remedy  for  a  violation  of 
his  rights.  This  can  only  be  done  by  holding  a  judgment 
recovered  for  the  conversion  of  such  property,  and  its  pro- 
ceeds, exempt,  until  from  lapse  of  time  or  other  act  of  the 
debtor,  it  may  be  fairly  presumed  that  he  has  abandoned 
the  intention  of  procuring  articles  exempt  with  such  pro- 
ceeds, when  the  proceedings  of  the  creditor  would  reach 
the  same.  It  is  true  that  when  a  debtor  voluntarily  dis- 
poses of  exempt  property,  the  proceeds  may  be  reached  by 
his  creditor,  but  by  so  doing  he  voluntarily  deprives  him- 
self of  the  benefit  of  the  statute,  and  waives  the  privilege 
thus  secured  {see  Hudson  agt.  PletZj  supra).  I  know  it  may 
be  said  that  the  debtor  may  preserve  his  right  by  bringing 
an  action  to  recover  the  specific  property  taken,  but  this 
may  be  defeated  by  placing  the  property  where  delivery 
cannot  be  obtained,  and  thus  defeat  that  part  of  the  remedy. 
The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

John  Kelly,  sheriff,  &c.,  appellant  agt.  William  G.  Lane, 
and  others,  respondents. 

It  moBt  DOW  be  oonsidered  as  settled  by  the  court  of  appeals  in  Rinchey  agt.  Stry* 
Jar  (20  How,  Pr>  R.  75),  that  the  title  of  a  sheriff  to  property  seised  under  an 
attachment  may  be  maintained  against  any  action  brought  by  the  assignees 
for  t)ie  benefit  of  oreditois  of  the  defendant  in  the  attachment  suit,  notwith- 
standing that  no  judgment  has  been  recovered  in  the  attachment  suit. 

Under  section  232  of  the  Code,  a  sheriff  holding  an  execution  on  a  judgment  in  an 
^ttaehment  suit  ansatis|ed»  may  maintain  as  action  in  kU  own  imiim  as  sheriff 
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to  8««  uid«  M  frawdlolemi  and  yM  an  MsigMBeAt  tt  the  judgment  debtor's  pro* 
pertjj  which  has  been  oonverted  into  money  by  the  OMigneee  and  deposited  with 
ft  banking  company  so  as  to  create  the  relation  of  debtor  and  oreditor  between 
tte  attignees  and  the  ooupany  (SoTflnuiAiiVy  J.,  di$8tnHngy, 

JVew  York  General  Term,  September,  1864- 
Before  Leoka&d,  Glebke  and  Sutherlakd,  Justices. 
Appeal  by  the  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  at  special  term 
on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

Thomas  H.  Eodman,  for  appellant. 
Je&emiah  Laaocque,  for  respondent. 

By  the  court,  LsoiTAmiy,  J.  The  only  property  of  the 
debtors  in  the  attacbment  Sfuit  upon  which  service  could 
be  made  by  the  sheriff,  passed  under  an  assignment  from 
them  to  Wiley  A  Lawrence,  made  in  trust  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors.  This  assignment  was  assumed  by  the  learned 
justice  before  whom  this  action  was  tried,  to  be  fraudulent 
as  to  creditors,  and  no  facts  were  found  by  him  upon  the 
issues  mdde  by  the  pleadings  in  that  respect^  but  fhe  com- 
plaint was  dismissed  upon  the  9ole  ground  of  the  want  of 
authority  in  the  sheriff  to  maintain  this  action.  It  will  be 
assumed,  therefore,  in  considering  the  appeal  herein,  as  it 
was  by  the  justice  below,  that  the  assignment  waif  and  is 
fraudulent  as  to  creditors. 

Had  the  assigned  property,  consisting  of  merchandise, 
the  proceeds  of  which  in  cash,  are  deposited  in  the 
United  States  Trust  Company,  to  the  credit  of  the  said 
assignees,  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  said  assignees  as 
poierchandise,  at  the  time  the  attachment  was  issued  to  the 
sheriff,  it  cannot  be  disputed  that  it  might  have  been  seized, 
and  that  the  sheriff  might  have  maintained  his  title  under 
the  attachment  against  any  action  brought  by  the  assignees 
to  recover  its  possession  or  value,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  title  of  the  assignees  was  fraudulent  and  void  as  to 
creditors,  of  whom  the  sheriff  would  stand  as  the  repre- 
sentatfrvew  And  this  defence  would  be  open  to  the  riierii( 
Voju  xxvm,  9 
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notwithstanding  no  judgment  had  yet  been  recovered  in 
tlie  attachment  suit.  These  principles  are  now  settled  after 
considerable  conflict  of  legal  authority,  by  the  court  of  last 
resort  in  this  state,  all  the  judges  of  that  court  concurring 
{Rinckey  agt.  Stryker,  26  How.  P.  R.  '75). 

It  has  been  held  in  this  action  by  the  judgment  at  spe- 
cial term  in  substance,  that  the  attachment  issued  on  behalf 
of  creditors  against  their  debtors,  cannot  be  made  effectual 
to  reach  the  property  of  these  debtors  so  assigned,  not- 
withstanding the  fraudulent  character  of  the  assignment, 
because  the  property  is  no  longer  tangible,  but  has  been 
converted  by  the  assignees  into  money,  and  so  deposited 
in  the  trust  company  as  to  create  the  relation  of  debtor 
a^d  creditor  between  the  assignees  and  the  said  company 
in  respect  to  the  fund.  If  this  proposition  is  correct  the 
judgment  must  be  affirmed,  otherwise  the  plaintiffs  will  be 
entitled  to  a  new  trial. 

It  is  made  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  collect  and  receive 
into  his  possession  all  debts,  credits  and  effects  of  the 
defendant  against  whom  an  attachment  has  been  issued 
{Code,  §  232).  The  sheriff  is  to  make  such  collections,  sub- 
ject  to  the  direction  of  the  court  or  judge,  and  it  is  not 
probable  that  he  would  be  allowed  to  collect  any  greater 
sum  than  would  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  demands  for 
which  the  process  in  his  hands  had  been  issued,  and  per- 
haps he  might  not  be  permitted  to  collect  debts,  &c.,  in 
case  there  was  tangible  property  upon  which  the  attach- 
ment could  be  levied.  Clearly  the  sheriff  would  be  per- 
mitted in  a  proper  case  to  maintain  an  action  to  recover 
money  due  from  any  person  to  the  debtor  in  the  attach- 
ment, upon  open  account,  bond,  bill,  note,  check,  &c. 

What  significance  is  to  be  given  to  the  word  "  effects," 
contained  in  section  232  ?  It  is  used  to  mean  something 
in  addition  "  to  debts  and  credits."  Is  money  or  other 
effects  fraudulently  disposed  of  by  a  debtor,  and  attempted 
to  be  concealed  from  his  creditors,  to  be  held  beyond  the 
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reach  of  an  action  by  the  sheriff  under  this  section,  on  the 
ground  that  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  does  not 
exist  between  the  defendant  in  the  attachment  and  the 
fraudulent  possessor  ?  The  money  or  other  effects  fraudu- 
lently concealed  or  disposed  of,  would,  as  to  judgment 
creditors,  be  considered  the  property  of  the  debtor  in  the 
attachment.  It  is  true  the  fraudulent  assignor  could  main- 
tain no  action  to  recover  his  money  or  property  so  disposed 
o£  As  against  him  the  fraudulent  title  may  be  valid.  The 
objection  as  against  a  creditor  is  very  different.  A  judg- 
ment creditor  having  an  execution  returned  unsatisfied,  can 
maintain  his  action  in  a  court  of  equity  to  have  any  frau- 
dulent disposition  of  his  debtor's  money  or  other  property 
set  aside  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and  applied  to  the  satis- 
faction of  his  judgments  This  relief  is  granted  under  the 
equitable  power  of  the  court,  without  any  lien  on  the  part 
of  the  creditor.  Here  it  is  the  assignment  only  that  pre- 
vents the  money  deposited  by  the  fraudulent  assignees  from 
being  considered  assets  of  the  debtors,  in  the  attachment 
at  common  law. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  sheriff  must  be  denied  all 
relief  in  the  courts  under  section  232,  except  that  which  is 
usually  denominated  of  a  common  law  character.  Unless 
we  are  to  adopt  such  a  rule,  there  can  be  no  good  reason 
for  holding  that  a  sheriff  may  not  come  into  a  court  of 
equity  to  break  down  a  fraudulent  barrier  that  prevents 
him  from  collecting  the  effects  of  the  debtor  in  an  attach- 
ment by  a  common  law  action,  and  having  taken  cognizance 
for  that  purpose,  proceed  to  administer  that  justice  which 
the  case  may  require  on  the  merits. 

There  is  no  distinction  in  principle  between  the  rule 
which  permits  the  sheriff  to  impeach  the  title  of  a  fraudu- 
lent assignee  of  a  debtor  in  an  attachment,  in  order  to 
maintain  his  seizure  of  property  belonging  to  such  debtor 
in  an  action  brought  against  the  sheriff,  and  permitting 
the  affirmative  assertion  of  fraud  in  an  action  brought  by 
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the  sheriff  to  recover  debts,  credits  or  effects  of  the  debtor 
in  the  attachment  held  by  an  assignee  of  the  debtor  under 
a  title  frandnlent  as  against  creditors.  The  moment  the 
assignment  from  these  debtors  shall  be  declared  frandnlent 
as  to  their  creditors  bj  a  conrt  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
the  money  deposited  to  the  credit  of  their  assignees 
bec(»nes  credits  or  effects  of  the  debtors,  liable  to  be 
recovered  by  the  sheriff  in  an  action  nnder  section  232. 

The  trne  atid  liberal  construction  of  this  section  of  the 
Code  requires  us  to  hold  that  debts,  credits  or  effects,  held 
under  a  fraudulent  title  from  a  debtor  in  an  attachment, 
are  to  be  considered  as  the  debts,  credits  or  effects  of  ihe 
debtor,  when  the  question  is  between  the  party  holding 
under  such  fraudulent  title  and  an  attaching  creditor,  or 
the  sheriff  who  represents  such  creditor.  This  principle 
is  necessarily  to  be  implied  from  the  provisions  of  the 
Code  in  relation  to  the  remedy  by  attachment,  and  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  before  adverted  to.  It  is 
the  application  of  a  principle  analogous  to  the  relief  afforded 
by  a  court  of  equity  in  removing  an  impediment  which 
prevents  a  creditor  from  obtaining  satisfaction  by  a  levy 
and  sale  on  an  execution. 

The  principle  insisted  on  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
respondents,  and  recently  applied  by  this  court  in  another 
case,  by  which  the  trust  company  was  denied  the  right  to 
interplead  the  attaching  creditors  and  their  depositors, 
Wiley  &  Lawrence,  assignees  of  Lane,  Boyce  A  Co.,  in 
respect  to  the  fiind  in  question  has  no  application  here. 

While  it  may  be  true  that  the  trust  company  could  not  be 
permitted  to  call  in  question  in  a  court  of  justice  the  right 
of  their  depositors  to  the  money  deposited  with  the  com- 
pany to  their  credit,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  a  creditor, 
or  the  sheriff  representing  a  creditor  under  an  attachment, 
may  not  impeach  the  title  of  the  depositor  to  the  same 
fund.  The  theory  of  that  decision  was,  that  it  was  the 
business  of  the  creditor  to  enforce  his  rights,  and  not  for 
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the  trust  companj  to  i^oltinteer  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
«i  litigatioQ  which  the  creditor  might  not  think  proper  to 
eneonnier.  It  was  snggested  at  the  argument  that  the 
attaching  creditors  if  soccassful  here  would  obtain  an 
adFaotage  over  prior  actions  by  judgment  creditors  which 
had  been  commenced,  to  have  the  assignment  in  question 
declared  to  be  fraudulent  and  void.  No  such  fact  appears 
from  the  papers  in  this  case,  but  if  there  are  such  suits, 
the  result  anticipated  need  not  follow.  The  determination 
of  the  present  action  affects  only  the  parties  to  it.  When- 
ever  other  parties  shall  make  it  appear  to  the  court  in  a 
proper  proceeding  for  that  purpose,  that  they  have  prior 
or  better  rights  to  the  fund  in  question,  the  judgment  in 
the  present  case  can  be  no  obstacle  to  their  obtaining  it« 
We  adjudge  only  upon  the  rights  of  tha  parties  before  the 
court  in  the  present  action. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
ordered,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

SnTHEBLAiTD,  J.  dissetUtng.  On  the  fourth  of  March, 
1861,  Lanes,  BoyceA  Co.,  a  New  York  firm,  being  insolvent 
and  largely  indebted  among  others  to  August  Belmont  & 
Co.,  made  a  general  assipunent  of  all  the  property  and 
assets  of  the  firm  to  Leroy  M.  Wiley  and  Fred.  N.  Law- 
rence, for  the  benefit  of  their  creditors.  On  the  17th  of 
June,  1861,  Belmont  &  Co.  commenced  an  action  in  the 
Bupreipe  court  to  recover  their  debt.  Subsequently,  and 
on  or  about  the  24th  of  June,  1861,  an  attachment  directed 
to  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  was 
issued  in  the  action,  on  the  ground  that  Lanes,  Boyce  & 
Co.  had  assigned  and  disposed  of  their  prc^erty  with  intent 
to  defraud  their  creditors. 

Wiley  and  Lawrence,  the  assignees,  accepted  the  assign- 
ment and  acted  ui^der  it,  and  when  the  attachment  was 
issued  in  the  action  of  Belmont  A  Co.,  had,  as  assignees, 
deposited  with  the  United  States  Trust  Company  $60,000,  a 
portion  of  die  assigned  property,  or  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
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assigned  property.  Subsequently,  and  on  the  25th  of  Jnnei 
1861,  the  sheriff  undertook  to  attach,  and  so  far  as  he  conld, 
did  attach  the  funds  so  deposited  by  the  assignees  with  the 
trust  company,  by  leaving  a  certified  copy  of  the  attach- 
ment with  the  secretary  of  the  company,  with  a  notice 
showing  that  he  intended  to  attach  such  funds.  On  the 
9  th  day  of  July,  1861,  Belmont  &  Co.  recovered  a  judg- 
ment in  the  attachment  suit  for  $38,328.27,  on  which  an 
execution  was  issued,  which  execution  had  not  been 
returned,  but  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  wholly 
unsatisfied  when  this  action  was  commenced,  August  21, 
1861,  by  the  sheriff,  in  his  own  name  as  sheriff,  to  have  the 
assignment  of  Lanes,  Boyce  &  Co.  declared  void  as  against 
Belmont  &  Co.  and  the  sheriff,  and  to  recover  from  the 
trust  company  enough  of  the  funds  so  deposited  with  the 
company  by  the  assignees,  to  pay  the  judgment  of  Belmont 
&  Co.  The  justice  before  whom  the  action  came  on  for 
trial  at  the  special  term,  dismissed  the  complaint  on  the 
ground  that  the  sheriff  had  no  right  to  bring  the  action. 
My  associates  think  that  he  had,  and  have  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  judgment  of  dismissal  should  be  reversed. 
I  think  the  complaint  was  properly  dismissed,  on  the  fol- 
lowing grounds : 

1.  The  sheriff  had  no  interest  which  gave  him  the  right 
to  be  the  plaintiff  in  the  action.  The  action  is  brought  for 
the  exclusive  benefit  of  Belmont  &  Co.,  the  judgment 
creditors.  If  the  assignment  is  declared  fraudulent  and 
void,  and  the  sheriff  recovers  the  money,  he  will  of  course 
pay  it  over  to  Belmont  &  Co.  If  the  assignment  was  or 
is  fraudulent  and  void,  it  was  and  is  fraudulent  and  void 
as  to  the  creditors,  not  as  to  the  sheriff.  Not  only  had  the 
sheriff  no  interest  which  could  properly  make  him  the 
plaintiff,  but  he  is  wholly  a  volunteer  plaintiff,  unless  the 
service  of  the  attachment  on  the  trust  company  made  it 
his  duty  as  sheriff  to  bring  the  action. 

2.  It  cannot  be  seriously  claimed  that  the  sheriff  had  a 
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right  to  bring  the  action  as  the  trustee  of  an  express  trust. 

3.  It  follows  if  the  sheriff  has  a  right  to  maintain  the 
action,  that  it  is  by  the  express  authority  of  some  statute 
{Code,  ^§  111,  113).  The  presiding  justice  in  his  opinion 
refers  to  section  232  of  the  Code  as  containing  this  autho- 
rity. This  section  after  speaking  of  the  manner  in  which 
the  sheriff  shall  proceed  on  the  attachment,  and  directing 
him  to  keep  the  property  seized  or  its  proceeds,  to  answer 
the  judgment  which  may  be  obtained  in  the  action,  says 
that  he  '^  shall,  subject  to  the  direction  of  the  court  or 
judge,  collect  and  receive  into  his  possession  all  debts, 
credits  and  effects  of  the  defendant."  But  it  is  plain  that 
this  action  was  not  brought  to  collect  a  debt,  &c.,  of  the 
defendants  in  the  attachment  suit,  within  the  meaning  of 
this  provision  of  the  Code.  The  sole  purpose  of  this  action 
is  to  reach  equitable  assets,  beyond  the  reach  of  the  attach- 
ment and  execution  in  the  attachment  suit,  and  yet  the 
claimed  legal  lien  acquired  by  the  attachment  is  pointed 
to  as  the  foundation  of  the  sheriff's  right  to  maintain  the 
action.  The  fact  is,  the  sheriff  did  not  by  the  service  of 
the  attachment  on  the  trust  company,  attach  a  debt  or 
credit  of  Lanes,  Boyce  &  Co.,  the  defendants  in  the  attach- 
ment. Though  the  assignment  should  be  declar,ed  fraudu- 
lent and  void  as  to  their  creditors,  yet  it  was  and  is  valid 
as  to  them.  The  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  did  not 
exist  between  the  trust  company  and  Lanes,  Boyce  &  Co.> 
when  the  attachment  was  served  on  the  trust  company. 

If  the  deposit  of  the  moneys  by  the  assignees  with  the 
trust  company  created  a  debt,  it  was  a  debt  of  or  to  the 
assignees.  If  the  sheriff  should  obtain  a  judgment  in  this 
action  setting  aside  the  assignment,  and  declaring  Belmont 
&  Co.  equitably  entitled  to  enough  of  the  funds  in  the 
hands  of  the  trust  company  to  pay  their  debt,  this  judg- 
ment would  be  entirely  consistent  with  the  fact  that  when 
the  attachment  was  served  the  trust  company  was  not 
indebted  to  Lanes,  Boyce  &  Co.,  and,  therefore,  that  the 
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sheriff  did  not  And  ooold  not  attadb  any  debt  of  their&r 
In  granting  the  relief  asked  for  by  yirtne  of  its  equity 
powers,  the  eonrt  wonld  not  be  required  to  declare,  and 
never  could  or  would  declare  otherwise. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  reasoning  to  show 
the  sheriff's  right  to  bring  this  action  by  the  express  author* 
ity  of  section  232  of  the  Code,  not  only  assumes  that  when 
the  attachment  wes  served  on  the  trust  company,  the 
assignment  was  void  even  as  between  the  assignors  and 
assignees,  but  also  thckt  the  assignment  had  been  judiciaDy 
declared  void  as  to  jBelmont  &  Co.,  though  they  had  not 
then  recovered  a  judgment,  and  though  the  very  questioii 
in  this  case  is  as  to  the  authority  of  the  sheriff  to  bring 
an  action  to  have  the  assignment  declared  void,  aad  thai 
these  unauthorized  assumptions  are  not  the  only  defects 
of  the  argument ;  for  the  relief  asked  for  by  the  complaint, 
if  granted,  would  be  entirely  consistent  with  the  fact  that 
when  ihe  attachment  was  served  the  trust  company  waa 
not  indebted  to  Lanes,  Boyce  &  Co.,  but  to  their  assignees, 
for  or  in  the  amount  deposited  by  the  assignees.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  question  the  right  of  the  sheriff  to  go  into  a 
court  of  equity,  if  necessary,  to  collect  debts,  credits  and 
effects  of  the  defendant  in  the  attachment  in  fact  attached 
by  him. 

4.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  recent  decision  of  this  gen- 
eral term  in  the  case  of  the  Untied  States  Tru$t  Company 
agt.  Leroy  M.  Wiley  and  others,  that  the  trast  company, 
under  the  circumstances,  could  not  maintain  a  bill  of  inter- 
pleader, is  inconsistent  with  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by 
my  associates  in  the  principal  case.  I  think  the  decision 
referred  to  was  right. 

5.  I  have  never  doubted  that  the  sheriff  when  sued  for 
seizing  chattels  under  an  attachment  or  execution,  by  a 
third  party  claiming  under  assignment  from  the  defendant 
in  the  attachment  or  execution,  might  show  as  a  defence, 
that  the  assignment  was  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  tka 
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plamtiff  in  the  attachmeeat  or  execution,  bnt  does  it  follow 
that  the  sheriff  upon  or  after  gnch  BeiEore,  oonld  bring  an 
CM^tion  in  hie  own  name  to  have  the  aesignment  set  aside  as 
fraudulent  ?  I  .think  such  an  action  woold  he  an  anomaly. 
An  attachment  or  execution  directs  the  sheriff  to  seize  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant.  He  seizes  certain 
chattels  as  the  chattels  of  the  defendant.  If  made  an 
involnntarj  defendant  for  such  seizure,  it  is  reasonable  that 
he  should  be  permitted  to  show  for  his  own  protection,  if 
not  for  iiiB  benefit  of  the  attaching  or  execution  creditor, 
the  assignment  to  be  fraudulent,  and  that  as  to  such  cred- 
itor the  chattels  were  at  the  time  of  the  seizure  the  chat* 
tds  of  the  defendant  in  the  attachment  or  execution,  but 
does  it  follow  that  the  sheriff  could  after  the  seizure,  vol* 
nnteer  to  bring  an  action  to  have  the  chattels  declared  the 
chattels  of  the  defendant  in  the  attachment  or  execution  ? 
The  attachment  is  bis  authority  for  making  the  seizure,  at 
the  peril  of  being  able  to  show  in  a  suit  against  him,  the 
alleged  assignment  to  be  fraudulent  and  void,  but  where 
is  his  authority  for  bringing  ihe  action  to  have  the  assignf  ' 
znent  declared  fraudulent  and  void  7 

6.  This  action  by  the  ^eriff,  so  far  as  I  am  informed,  is 
without  precedent.  It  is  not  a  violent  presumption  that 
Lanes,  Bc^ce  A  Co.,  at  the  time  of  their  assignment  had 
many  creditors  besides  Belmont  &  Co.,  and  that  other  cred- 
itors before  the  attachment  was  served  on  the  trust  com*- 
pany,  were  in  a  position  to  commence  and  had  commenced 
actions  to  set  aside  the  assignment  as  fraudulent,  and  reach 
the  equitable  assets.  It  is  difficult  to  see  any  possible  mo- 
tive for  serving  the  attachment  on  the  trust  company,  and 
then  under  color  of  the  claimed  legal  lien  acquired  by  such 
service,  commenciug  this  action  in  the  name  of  the  sheriff, 
other  than  to  displace  or  forestall  such  prior  equities,  and 
gather  the  fruits  which  superior  diligence  had  equitably 
entitled  such  other  creditors  to.  If  this  was  the  motive  or 
purpose,  we  are  not  called  upon  in  this  case  to  strain  the 
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law  to  create  a  precedent.  On  the  qnestion  of  the  right 
or  power  of  the  sheriff  to  bring  this  action,  it  is  sufficient 
to  give  force  to  this  suggestion,  that  there  may  have  been 
such  prior  equities.  It  is  not  an  answer  to  it  to  say  that 
the  sheriff  may  have  to  take  the  relief  asked  for  in  this 
action,  subject  to  such  prior  equities.  Such  qualified  right 
or  decree  is  not  consistent  with  the  theory  of  the  sheriff's 
right  to  bring  the  action. 

7.  If  my  brethren  are  right  in  the  conclusion  they  have 
come  to,  and  it  is  established  as  a  rule  or  principle  of  law 
that  the  sheriff  had  a  right  to  bring  this  action  in  his  own 
name,  then  sheriffs  in  addition  to  their  other  powers  and 
duties,  are  the  grand  trustees,  prosecutors  br  almoners  of 
or  for  defrauded  creditors,  and  it  is  their  duty  to  hunt  up 
and  ferret  out  frauds,  and  bring  actions  to  reach  equitable 
assets  in  their  own  name,  for  the  benefit  of  defrauded  cred* 
iters.  I  cannot  think  there  is  any  law  clothing  sheriffs  with 
any  such  general  administerial  official  capacity  or  duty. 

8.  It  is  doubtful  whether  the  judgment  creditors,  Bel- 
*  mont  &  Co.,  on  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint,  could 

have  maintained  the  action.  The  execution  had  not  been 
returned  when  the  action  was  commenced.  It  cannot  be 
said  that  the  assignment  was  an  obstruction  in  the  way  of 
their  execution,  for  if  the  assignment  had  been  out  of  the 
way  their  execution  could  not  have  reached  the  funds  in  the 
hands  of  the  trust  company. 

9.  The  presiding  justice  in  his  opinion,  remarks  more 
than  once  I  think,  tbajb  it  is  conceded  the  assignment  is 
fraudulent  and  void  as  to  creditors.  I  presume  nothing 
more  is  meant  by  this  than  that  in  examining  and  deciding 
the  question  of  the  right  of  the  sheriff  to  bring  and  main- 
tain the  action  in  his  own  name,  it  may  or  should  be  con- 
ceded that  the  assignment  is  fraudulent  and  void.  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  concession  as  to  the  fraud  other  than  this 
logical  concession.  The  answers  of  the  defendants  who 
have  answered,  other  than  the  trust  company,  put  in  issue 
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the  alleged  fraud.    I  am  not  aware  of  any  concession  in 
fact  as  to  the  frand. 

I  think  the  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  alQEurmedi 
with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Henrt  Z.  Person  agt.  William  B.  Giver. 

W]ier«  it  is  ftTenred  in  a  eomploint  th»t  the  plaintiff  owned  the  inropertj  in  qvei- 
tiifm,  and  loaned. it  to  the  defendant,  and  that  it  had  heen  demanded  of  him  and 
he  had  refused  to  deliver  it,  and  eonrerted  it  to  his  own  nae,  theee  allegatione 
are  rndfieient  to  eonstitate  the  action  one  of  t&rty  notwithBtandlng  the  agre$mMi 
vader  whioh  the  defendant  reoeiyed  poeeeadon  of  the  property  ie  stated  in  the 
eomplaint. 

Whefe  the  defendant  reeeired  property  f^om  the  plaintiff  nnder  an  agreement  to 
return  it  at  a  eertain  time  or  pay  to  plaintiff  a  certain  mm  for  its  ralne,  and 
inheequent  to  the  time  limited  for  its  return  the  defendant  paid  to  plaintiff  a 
part  of  the  stipulated  ralne  and  gave  his  due  bills  for  th^  balance,  and  on  the 
defendant's  refusal  to  retum  the  property  on  demind  of  the  plaintiff  snbse* 
qnently  made : 

Seldf  in  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  conversion  of  the  property,  that  the 
defendant  oould  not  be  amtted  and  held  to  baili  The  plaintiff  by  receiving  a 
part  payment  and  the  due  bills  for  the  property,  had  waived  his  right  to  insist 
upon  its  return  by  the  condition  of  the  agreement,  and  treated  the  transaction 
as  a  soJs,  and  the  amount  due  as  a  dsbt, 

Erie  Special  Term,  J^ovemher,  1864. 
Motion  by  defendant  to  set  aside  complaint  and  to  be 
discharged  from  arrest,  &c 

P.  G.  Parker,  for  plaintyf. 

W.  B.  Macmasters,  for  defendant, 

Daniels,  J.  The  defendant  moves  to  set  aside  the  com- 
plaint and  the  order  of  arrest  in  this  cause.  The  summons 
contains  a  notice  that  in  case  of  failure  to  answer,  the 
plaintiff  will  apply  to  the  court  for  relief;  and  it  is  insisted 
the  complaint  is  for  the  recovery  of  money  only  upon  con- 
tracts    But  while  an  agreement  is  stated  in  it,  the  essential 
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^emeDts  of  the  case  stated  are  in  tort.  It  is  averred  that 
the  plaintiff  owned  the  property  in  question  and  loaned  it 
to  the  defendant ;  that  it  had  been  demanded  of  him  and 
he  had  refased  to  deliver  it,  and  converted  it  to  his  own 
use.  These  allegations  are  sufficient  to  constitute  the  action 
one  of  tort,  notwithstanding  the  statement  of  the  agree- 
ment under  which  the  defendant  received  possession  of  the 
property  {Bidder  agt.  WhUlock,  12  How.  208).  It  follows 
therefore,  that  the  complaint  is  in  conformity  with  the 
summons,  and  so  much  of  the  motion  as  seeks  to  set  it 
aside  must  be  denied. 

But  as  to  the  residue  of  the  motion,  the  statement  of  the 
contract  in  the  complaint  under  which  the  defendant  acquired 
poesessioD  of  the  property,  becomes  more  material-  Thesame 
statement  is  repeated  in  substance  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit 
used  to  oppose  the  motion.  The  clause  now  referred  to  in 
the  affidavit,  is  in  these  words  :  *'  That  afterwards,  Mid  in 
the  fall  of  the  year  1854,  said  defendant  applied  to  depo^ 
nent  for  the  loan  of  said  engineer's  transit  until  the  follow- 
ing spring,  promising  to  return  the  same  then  to  deponent, 
or  to  pay  him  the  value  therefor  in  money ;  that  deponent 
loaned  the  said  transit  to  defendant  to  use  upon  said  terms." 
The  complaint  states  that  the  defendant  promised  to  return 
the  property  or  pay  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  twenty- 
five  dollars  as  its  value.  Tlie  property  was  not  returned, 
but  in  August,  1857,  the  defendant  paid  the  plaintiff  fifty 
dollars  towards  its  price,  and  in  October,  186S,  made  and 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff  his  due  bills  for  balance  of  eighty- 
oue  dollars.  Altho'ugh  the  allegation  in  the  complaint  and 
the  statement  in  the  affidavit  describe  this  as  a  loan,  it  is 
very  pl^in  that  suc^  wfts  not  the  legal  character  of  the 
transaotian.  It  was  more  thfin  a  mere  loan,  for  the  con- 
tract oontemplated  that  the  defendant  should  become  the 
pwner  of  the  property,  if  he  elected  to  keep  it  and  pay 
the  price  which  was  agreed  upon.  The  election  was  with 
Jbjuv),  and  it  may  be  fairly  inferred  that  he  availed  himself 
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of  it  when  the  period  arrived  for  making  it,  because  he  did 
not  then  return  or  offer  to  return  the  property.  And  such 
must  have  been  the  understanding  of  the  plaintiff,  for  he 
seems  to  have  made  no  effort  to  repossess  himself  of  it, 
but  on  the  other  hand  accepted  a  part  of  the  purchase 
price,  as  though  a  sale  had  in  fact  been  made.  Strong, 
Justice,  in  Wesfcott  agt.  Thompstm  (18  JV.  F.  JR.  865), 
assumeB  that  a  transaction  of  this  nature  constitutes  a  sale 
of  the  property.  And  the  same  doctrine  is  substantially 
maintained  in  Marsh  agt.  Wickham,  14  John,,  167;  Moss  agt. 
Sweet,  3  Eng.  Law  and  Eq.,  311,  and  note  on  page  313 ;  4 
Exchequer  Rep.,  339.  The  plaintiff  undoubtedly  had  a  right 
to  inmt  upon  payment  of  the  price  at  the  time  when  the 
defendant  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement  was  entitled  to 
make  his  election,  and  had  he  done  so  could  have  main- 
tained an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  the 
property,  or  for  its  value,  if  payment  had  not  been  made^ 
and  the  property  against  his  consent  had  been  withheld 
from  him.  Aft  he  did  not  avail  himself  of  that  right,  but 
afterwards  treated  his  demand  against  the  defendant  as  a 
debt,  receiving  part  payment  of  it  in  1857,  and  due  bills 
for  the  residue  in  1863,  the  condition  arising  out  of  the 
cM>ntract  that  payment  should  be  made  when  the  election 
under  it  was  excercised,  was  waived  {Fumiss  agt.  Hone,  8 
WeTid.  247),  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  now  hold  the  defend- 
ant  to  bail. 

The  motion,  so  far  as  it  includes  an  application  for  a  dis- 
charge of  the  defendant  from  arrest  must  be  granted,  but 
without  costs,  because  the  defendant  in  his  papers  asked 
for  more  than  he  wad  entitled  to  claim. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Dayid  Thompson,  appellant  agt.  Susannah  Yates,  respond- 
ent. 

An  owner  of  *  bnilding  who  baa  in  good  faith  paid  the  eontraotor  in  foil,  aeoord- 
ing  to  the  terms  of  hi«  contract^  for  the  erection  of  anoh  building,  ia  not  liable 
to  snb-oontractors,  laborers  or  persons  furnishing  materials,  who  have  filed  thm 
neoessary  notioes  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  liens  within  the  time  required  bj 
the  act  of  1854,  but  after  th$  e&tUrador  had  bun  paid  in  fuU. 

Jtlhany  General  Term,  September ,  1864. 

Before  Peckham,  Miller  and  Ingalls,  Justices. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  in  the 
county  court  of  Rensseler  county,  in  favor  of  the  respond- 
ent. On  the  18th  day  of  September,  1862,  the  respondent, 
Susannah  Yates,  entered  into  a  contract  in  writing  with 
one  Daniel  Smith,  by  which  said  Smith  agreed  to  construct 
a  house  and  furnish  the  materials  therefor  for  said  Yates, 
at  the  sum  of  |1,700,  to  be  paid  when  called  for^  as  the  toork 
progressed.  On  the  22d  of  September,  1862,  one  Thomas 
Courtney  entered  into  an  agreement  in  writing  with  said 
Smith  to  do  the  carpenter  work  and  furnish  the  materials 
for  said  house  ;  Courtney  acting  for  Thompson,  the  appel- 
lant. Mrs.  Yates  made  payments  from  time  to  time  to  said 
Smith,  the  contractor,  as  the  work  progressed,  until  the 
l7th  of  December,  1862,  when  she  paid  the  contractor 
Smith  the  balance  claimed  to  be  due  upon  the  contract,  and 
took  from  him  the  following  receipt : 

**  Rec'd  of  Mrs.  Yates  three  hundred  and  ninety  dollars, 
in  fall  for  building  house  No.  48  Federal  street,  Troy. 

"  December  17,  1862.  Daniel  Smith." 

At  the  time  the  receipt  was  executed,  it  was  claimed  by 
the  contractor  Smith  that  the  house  was  completed,  and 
Mrs.  Yates  acting  upon  that  assumption  paid  the  money. 
Subsequent  to  that  payment  no  work  was  done  to  the  house 
except  the  delivery  of  two  pairs  of  blinds  for  cellar  win 
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dows,  which  were  delivered  on  the  13th  of  February,  1863, 
On  the  11th  day  of  February,  1863,  the  appellant  Thomp- 
son, as  sub-contractor,  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  county 
of  Rensselaer,  a  notice  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  me- 
chanic's lien  upon  the  house  and  lot,  to  secure  the  amount 
claimed  by  him  for  such  work  done  and  materials  furnished, 
and  on  the  second  day  of  March,  1863,  served  upon  Mrs. 
Yates  a  specification  with  a  notice  requiring  her  to  appear 
in  the  county  court  of  the  county  of  Rensselaer  and  answer 
the  same  within  thirty  days,  as  required  by  the  act  of  1854. 
Whereupon  a  trial  was  had  in  said  court,  which  resulted 
in  a  dismissal  of  the  proceedings  by  the  court,  on  the 
ground  that  Mrs.  Yates  had  paid  the  contractor  Smith  in 
full  before  the  lien  was  created,  and  a  judgment  was  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  the  respondent  for  costs,  from  which  judg- 
ment this  appeal  is  taken. 

R.  A.  Pakmenter,  for  appellant. 
N.  Davenpokt,  for  respondent. 

I.  The  claimant,  David  Thompson^  acquired  no  lien  upon 
the  property  in  question  by  filing  his  notice  on  the  11th 
day  of  February,  1863. 

(a)  He  was  not  authorized  by  the  act  {Laws  of  JV*.  Y. 
1854,  chap.  402  ;  id.  1858,  chap.  204),  to  create  a  lien  upon 
buildings  erected  or  repaired,  and  the  lands  belonging  to 
same.  The  only  persons  authorized  by  this  act  to  create 
liens  are  contractors,  sub-contractors,  laborers  and  persons 
furnishing  materials.  The  claimant  in  this  case  was  neither. 
It  was  claimed  for  him  upon  the  trial,  that  Mr.  Courtney, 
the  sub-contractor,  acted  as  his  agent,  and  a  paper  was 
offered  and  received  in  evidence  under  the  objections  of 
defendant  to  establish  such  agency,  but  it  was  not  pre- 
tended that  such  agency,  if  one  in  fact  existed,  was  dis- 
closed or  known  to  the  defendant,  and  extremely  doubtful 
that  any  such  disclosure  was  ever  made  to  the  contractor. 
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That  Mr.  GoartDey  acted  as  principal,  and  not  as  agent  of 
the  claimant  Thompson  in  this  transaction,  and  waa  so 
treated  and  dealt  with  by  the  contractor  Smith,  waa  shown 
conclusively  by  the  written  contract  entered  into  by  Mn 
Courtney  and  said  contractor,  and  by  the  testimony  of  Mn 
Courtney  that  he  entered  into  the  contract  without  anj 
direction  from  or  consultation  with  the  claimant  Tbompsoo^ 
and  by  his  receipts  given  to  the  defendant  for  money  paid 
upon  the  orders  of  the  contractor. 

The  contract  was  entered  into  by  Mr.  Courtney  in  hia 
own  name  as  principal,  and  the  power  of  attorney  given 
by  Thompson  (a  baker,  and  not  engaged  in  the  business 
of  erecting  or  repairing  buildings,)  to  Mr.  Courtney, 
whether  given  for  the  purpose  of  screening  the  property 
and  contract  profits  of  Mr.  Courtney  from  the  claims  of 
creditors,  or  for  any  other  purpose,  did  not  operate  to  ex- 
tend the  pretended  agency  created  by  that  instrument  to 
this  contract,  especially  when  such  pretended  agency  was 
not  disclosed  to  the  defendant,  and  when  it  was  more  than 
doubtful  that  it  was  ever  disclosed  to  the  contractor.  Fur- 
thermore this  statute  does  not  recognize  principals,  agents 
nor  assignees,  but  the  persons  who  actually  supplied  the 
labor  or  materials.  It  provides  that  actions  may  be  brought 
by  assignees,  but  recognizes  no  transfers  until  after  the 
liens  are  created  (§  6).  The  power  to  create  a  lien  is  a  per- 
sonal right,  conferred  exclusively  upon  the  person  by  whom 
the  labor  was  performed  or  materials  furnished  {Roberts 
agt.  Favolery  3  E.  D.  Smith,  632). 

{b)  If  the  claimant  Thompson  had  a  right  to  create  a 
lien,  he  did  not  serve  or  file  his  notice  within  the  time 
required  by  the  act  for  such  purpose.  Section  two  of  this 
act  provides  that  if  the  labor  or  materials  furnished  shall 
be  upon  the  credit  of  any  contractor,  &c.,  the  provisions 
of  the  act  shall  not  oblige  the  owner  to  pay  any  greater 
sum  for  labor  and  materials,  than  the  price  stipulated  by 
said  contract.    In  this  case  the  labor  and  materials  were 
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furnialied  upon  the  credit  of  the  contractor,  and  the  con- 
tractor paid  in  full,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract 
by  the  owner,  thia  defendant  on  or  before  December  17, 
1862,  while  the  claimant's  notice  was  not  filed  nntil  Feb- 
ruary 11,  1863 ;  the  defendant  therefore  was  not  liable  on 
the  day  the  notice  was  filed  in  any  amount  to  the  sub-con- 
tractor, laborer,  or  person  furnishing  materials,  and  the 
claimant  acquired  no  lien  by  filing  his  notice. 

In  the  case  of  Carman  agt.  Mclncraw  (3  Ker.  72),  it  was 
decided  by  the  court  of  appeals  that  an  owner  who  had 
paid  the  contractor  in  full  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  was  not  liable  to  a  person  furnishing  materials, 
although  such  person  had  filed  the  necessary  notice  for 
acquiring  a  lien  under  the  act  of  1851,  within  the  time 
required  by  the  statute,  but  not  until  after  the  owner  had 
paid  the  contractor  in  full.  The  portions  of  the  corre- 
sponding sections  of  the  acta  of  1851  and  1854,  relating  to 
this  point  are  as  follows  : 

Act  of  1851,  section  1 :  **  But  the  owner  shall  not  be 
obliged  to  pay  for  or  on  account  of  such  house,  other  build- 
ings or  appurtenances,  in  consideration  of  the  liens  author- 
ized by  this  act  to  be  created,  any  greater  sum  or  amount 
than  the  price  stipulated  and  agreed  to  be  paid  therefor  in 
and  by  such  contract." 

Act  of  1854,  section  2  :  "  The  provisions  of  this  act  shall 
not  oblige  the  owner  to  pay  for  or  on  account  of  any  labor 
performed  or  materials  furnished  for  such  house,  building  or 
appurtenances,  any  greater  sum  or  amount  than  the  price 
stipulated  and  agreed  to  be  paid  therefor  in  and  by  said 
contract,  except  as  in  the  next  section  provided/' 

The  exceptions  referred  to  in  above  section  2,  and  con- 
tained in  section  3  of  the  act  of  1854,  do  not  apply  to  the 
case  at  bar,  because  the  building  in  question  was  a  new 
erection,  and  not  one  "  altered  or  repaired." 

The  case  above  cited  is  decisive  on  this  point,  and, 
indeed,  of  the  entire  case.  This  view  was  taken  by  the 
Vol.  XXVIII,  10 
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couDty  judge  upon  the  trial,  and  the  proceeding  dismissed 
without  examining  or  deciding  the  other  points  raised  by 
the  defendant.  But  as  other  points  were  raised  by  the 
defendant  on  the  trial,  it  may  be  well  to  present  them  to 
this  court.  Section  4  of  said  act  provides  that  the  con- 
tractor and  others,  shall  within  thirty  days  after  perform- 
ance or  completion  of  work,  or  final  furnishing  of  materials, 
serve  the  notice  upon  the  town  clerk,  &c.  In  this  case  the 
performance  and  completion  of  the  work  and  final  furnishing 
of  materials  was  on  and  before  the  17th  day  of  December, 
1862,  nearly  sixty  days  before  the  notice  was  filed,  except 
the  delivery  of  two  pairs  of  blinds  for  cellar  windows, 
which  was  on  the  13th  of  February,  1863,  and  two  days 
after  the  notice  was  filed.  If  the  claimant  therefore  filed 
his  notice  on  the  11th  day  of  February,  for  the  purpose 
of  acquiring  a  lien  for  the  work  done  and  materials  fur* 
nished  prior  to  that  time,  he  filed  it  about  twenty-eight 
days  too  late,  but  if  he  filed  it  on  that  day  for  the  purpose 
of  acquiring  a  lien  for  the  entire  work  and  materials  fur- 
nished, including  the  cellar  blinds,  he  filed  the  notice  two 
days  too  soon  (§  4),  no  labor  or  materials  having  been  fur- 
nished between  the  said  l^th  of  December  and  the  said  13th 
day  of  February.  Mr.  Courtney,  the  sub-contractor,  testified 
that  he  "finished  the  job  on  the  13th  of  February,  1863, 
and  surrendered  it  to  Adams."  If  this  statement  be  taken 
as  true,  then  certainly  no  lien  was  acquired  by  filing  the 
notice  on  the  11th  day  of  February,  1863. 

(c)  If  the  claimant  Thompson  had  a  right  to  create  a 
lien,  he  did  not  serve  his  notice  upon  or  file  it  with  the 
proper  officer  for  such  purpose.  He  served  the  notice  upon 
and  filed  it  with  the  county  clerk  of  Rensselaer  county,  and 
not  the  town  clerk,  as  required  by  section  4  of  the  act 
{Rafter  agt.  Sullivan,  13  Mbott,  262). 

II.  But  if  the  claimant  in  any  way  acquired  a  valid  lien 
upon  the  property  by  filing  the  notice  on  the  11th  day  of 
February,  1863,  the  lieu  ceased  and  became  inoperative  on 
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the  11th  day  of  February,  1864  (§  20),  and  no  act  or  pro- 
ceeding on  the  part  of  the  claimant  continued  or  revived  it. 
This  proceeding  was  commenced  within  the  year,  but  the 
commencement  of  the  proceeding  did  not  extend  iVk  lien, 
A  lien  law  passed  in  1851  for  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York,  provided  that  a  suit  commenced  within  the  year 
«hould  extend  the  lien  until  the  recovery  of  judgment,  but 
there  is  no  such  provision  in  the  act  of  1854,  under  which 
this  proceeding  was  instituted.  If  the  claimant  had  recov- 
ered a  judgment  within  the  year,  it  would  not  hftve  extended 
the  lien,  but  the  judgment  would  have  become  a  new  lien 
upon  the  property,  taking  the  pbce  of  the  lien  acquired 
by  the  proceedings  under  this  act. 

in.  The  claimant's  lien,  if  he  had  one,  having  expired 
•on  the  11th  day  of  Febmary,  1864,  nearly  two  months 
before  this  case  was  tried,  and  no  act  or  proceeding  on  his 
part  having  operated  to  extend  the  lien,  he  was  not  at  the 
time  of  the  trial  entitled  to  any  judgment. 

(a)  The  statute  under  which  this  proceeding  was  insti- 
tuted is  a  special  and  extraordinary  one,  made  for  the  ben- 
-efit  of  a  few  persons,  and  must  be  construed  strictly  (B06- 
erts  agt.  Fowler^  3  E.  D.  Smith,  632).  It  authorizes  a  sum- 
mary proceeding  to  obtain  a  judgment  and  to  enforce  pay- 
ment of  claims  due  to  contractors  and  laborers,  and  declares 
the  courts  open  at  all  times  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating 
the  collection  or  enforcement  of  such  claims  (§  6),  and 
claimants  must  take  advantage  of  the  facilities  afforded 
them,  recover  judgments  and  docket  them  during  the  life 
of  their  liens,  or  lose  their  claims  against  the  property. 

(b)  This  statute  authorizes  the  recovery  of  a  judgment 
and  the  docketing  thereof  within  one  year  after  the  crea- 
tion of  the  lien  (^  20).  There  is  no  provision  for  judg- 
ment after  the  expiration  of  the  year,  and  that  there  is 
none  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  defect,  because  one  year  is 
ample  time  for  a  contractor  or  laborer  to  collect  his  claim 
or  to  enforce  it  by  judgment  and  execution.     The  pro- 
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ceeding  is  summary,  and  the  courts  open  at  all  times  to  aid 
him,  and  Tvith  little  diligence  he  could  not  fail  to  obtain  his 
judgment  within  the  year,  if  entitled  to  it.  No  judgment 
having  been  recovered  or  docketed  by  the  claimant  in  this 
case  on  or  before  the  11th  day  of  February,  1864,  he  was 
not  at  the  time  of  trial  entitled  to  any  against  the  property 
in  question  {Freeman  agt.  Cram,  3  JV.  F.  R.  305  and  309). 

In  the  case  above  referred  to,  an  action  was  brought  by 
Freeman  and  Wait,  the  contractors,  for  the  enforcement  of 
a  lien  under  the  lien  statute  of  1844,  and  the  question 
raised  for  the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  was,  whether 
the  claimants  had  any  subsisting  lien  under  that  statute, 
or  whether  it  expired  at  the  end  of  the  year,  and  it  was 
held  by  the  court  that  it  expired  at  the  end  of  the  year. 
The  corresponding  sections  of  the  acts  of  1844  and  1854, 
in  relation  to  the  duration  of  the  liens,  are  as  follows : 

Act  of  1844,  section  3 :  "  The  lien  so  created  by  this 
act  shall  take  effect  from  such  filing  and  such  service  of  the 
said  notice,  and  shall  continue  in  full  force  for  the  space  of 
one  year  thereafter,"  &c. 

Act  of  1854,  section  20  :  "  Every  lien  created  under  the 
provisions  of  this  act  shall  continue  until  the  expiration 
of  one  year,  unless  sooner  discharged  by  the  court,  or 
some  legal  act  of  the  claimant  in  the  proceedings,''  &c. 

(c)  The  claimant  at  the  time  of  the  trial  was  not  entitled 
to  a  judgment  against  the  defendant.  The  statute  author- 
ized him  to  proceed  against  the  property  on  which  he  had 
acquired  a  lien,  but  not  against  the  defendant  personally, 
and  he  had  no  right,  and  the  court  no  power  to  grant  him 
the  right  to  so  change  the  nature  of  the  proceeding  as  to 
allow  him  to  recover  a  personal  judgment  {Sinclair  agt. 
Fitch,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  677). 

If  the  claimant  had  any  claim  against  the  defendant,  and 
that  claim  still  exists,  he  must  proceed  in  the  ordinary  way 
to  enforce  it.  In  any  view  of  this  case  the  claimant  was 
not  at  the  time  of  the  trial  of  this  action  entitled  to  a 
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recovery,  and  as  there  was  no  question  of  fact  for  the  jury 
to  determine,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  to  dismiss  the 
proceedings,  and  the  court  having  properly  performed  that 
duty,  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  and  a  new  trial 
denied. 

By  the  court,  Ingalls,  J.  I  think  this  cause  was  prop- 
erly disposed  of  by  the  county  court,  upon  the  ground 
assumed  by  that  court.  Mrs.  Yates  contracted  solely  with 
the  contractor  Smith,  and  by  the  terms  of  that  contract 
she  was  to  pay  when  called  upon  as  the  work  progressed^  and 
did  pay  from  time  to  time  to  Smith,  or  upon  his  order,  and 
on  the  l7th  of  December,  1862,  upon  the  assumption  that 
the  work  was  completed,  paid  $390,  which  was  claimed  by 
Smith,  and  supposed  by  Mrs.  Yates  to  be  the  balance  due 
upon  the  contract,  and  took  a  receipt  in  full.  No  work 
was  done  to  the  house  after  that  payment  save  the  delivery 
of  two  pairs  of  blinds,  which  occurred  on  the  13th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1863.  It  can  hardly  be  successfully  contended  that 
the  mere  delay  of  the  blinds  for  a  period  of  about  two 
months,  prevented  the  parties  (Yates  and  Smith)  from  con- 
sidering the  contract  completed.  At  all  events,  Mrs. 
Yates  acted  upon  the  assumption  that  the  work  was  done, 
and  paid  her  money  accordingly,  and  in  the  absence  of  fraud 
or  collusion  on  her  part  was  entitled  to  protection,  unless 
Thompson  by  his  vigilance  had  acquired  a  valid  lien  upon 
the  property  prior  to  such  payment.  She  paid  pursuant 
to  her  contract,  and  to  the  only  person  with  whom  she  had 
contracted.  There  was  no  privity  of  contract  between 
Thompson  and  herself.  She  had  never  agreed  to  pay  him 
a  dollar,  and  he  could  only  reach  the  money  in  her  hands 
by  force  of  a  Hen  legally  created  previous  to  payment  by 
her.  It  is  the  misfortune  of  Thompson  that  he  proceeded 
with  the  work  without  taking  the  precaution  to  make  Mrs. 
Yates  by  agreement  liable  to  him,  instead  of  depending 
upon  'Smith  for  oompensation.     It  is  the  province  of  the 
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court  to  construe  and  enforce,  but  not  make  contracts  for 
parties.  The  statute  in  relation  to  such  liens  {Louds  of 
1854,  p.  1086,  §  3),  clearly  contemplates  the  right  of  the 
owner  to  pay  the  contractor  prior  to  the  creation  of  a  lien, 
provided  there  is  no  collusion  between  the  owner  and  con- 
tractor with  a  view  to  defraud  the  sub-contractor.  I  fail 
to  discover  evidence  of  such  collusion,  which  required  the 
county  court  to  submit  that  question  to  a  jury,  nor  was 
there  any  other  question  upon  which  the  jury  should  have 
passed.  There  was  no  error  committed  by  the  county 
court  in  the  disposition  of  the  cause,  and  the  judgment 
should  be  affirmed  with  costs.  As  the  question  considered 
was  the  only  one  passed  upon  by  the  court  below,  I  do  not 
deem  it  advisable  to  discuss  the  other  questions  presented 
by  the  respondent. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Thaddeus  Whitwet  agt.  Wait  Wells. 

In  thii  ewe^  this  court  on  appeal  from  a  jndgmont  of  the  oonnty  eonrt  eontainiog 
a  ease  and  exceptions,  in  an  action  originating  in  a  justice's  oonrt,  keid,  that  it 
oonld  not  set  aside  thcTcrdiot  and  grant  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  yer- 
diot  was  against  CTidence — the  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  that  gronnd  shoold  list 
be  made  in  the  count j  court,  before  appealing  to  this  court. 

But  this  court  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  countj  court,  and  granted  a  new  trial 
In  that  court  for  an  error  in  tk$  charge  qf  the  eowiiy  judge. 

Broome  General  Term^  JVovemberj  1864. 

Before  Campbell,  Pa&ker,  Mason  and  Balcom,  Justices. 

This  action  originated  in  a  justice's  court,  where  the 
plainti£f  recovered  a  verdict  for  $50  damages.  The  defend- 
ant appealed  to  the  Cortland  county  court,  where  the  plain- 
tiff again  recovered  a  verdiot  for  the  same  amount  of  dam- 
ages. The  defendant  made  a  case  containing  his  exceptions 
taken  on  the  trial  in  the  county  court,  which  were  settled 
and  made  a  part  of  the  judgment  roll  in  that  court.    He 
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then  appealed  from  the  judgment  of  that  court  to  this 
court,  without  first  moving  for  a  new  trial  in  the  former 
court.  His  counsel  made  the  point  in  this  court  that  the 
verdict  of  the  jury  in  the  county  court  was  against  the 
evidence.  But  upon  this  point  the  court  said  :  "  This  court 
cannot  set  aside  the  verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  is  against  the  evidence.  The 
defendant  should  have  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  that  ground 
in  the  county  court,  before  appealing  to  this  court." 

This  court,  however,  reversed  the  judgment  of  the 
county  court,  and  granted  a  new  trial  in  that  court  for  an 
error  in  the  charge  of  the  county  judge  to  the  jury. 

W.  H.  Warren,  fw  plaint^. 
Stephen  Kellogg,  for  defendarU. 


SUPREME  COURT, 
Henrt  G.  Overing  agt.  Robert  Russell. 

Wh«re  tii«  mieoit  judge  on  the  rendition  of  ayerdiot  of  the  jnxy  for  thedefendant, 
on  the  same  day  sets  it  aside  and  grants  a  new  trial  upon  his  minutes,  on  the  sole 
ground  that  the  rerdiet  is  against  evidenu,  it  should  be  on  payment  qf  coiti  by 
the  piaintiff,  and  not  that  the  costs  abide  the  eyent. 

The  rule  is  well  settled,  and  the  Code  has  not  abrogated  it,  that  a  verdict  should 
not  be  set  aside  on  the  sole  ground  that  it  is  against  eridenoe,  except  on  payment 
of  costs  by  the  party  against  whom  it  is  rendered. 

This  ooart  on  appeal  will  reyerse  the  decision  of  a  circuit  Judge  setting  aside  a 
Terdiet  upon  his  minutes,  on  the  sole  ground  that  it  is  against  evidence,  where 
they  think  it  is  not  so  decidedly  against  the  weight  of  evidence  as  to  authorise 
the  judge  to  set  it  aside,  although  if  the  verdict  had  been  for  the  other  side  this 
court  would  not  have  disturbed  it  upon  the  evidence. 

Sixth  District  Creneral  Term,  Jfovember,  1864. 

Before  Campbell,  Parker,  Mason  and  Balcom,  Justices. 

Action  of  ejectment  for  lot  number  82,  in  great  lot  num- 
ber 5,  in  the  Hardenburgh  patent,  Delaware  county — tried 
at  the  Delaware  circuit  in  August,  1 863.    The  jur j  rendered 
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a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant.  The  jndge  granted  a 
new  trial  npon  his  minutes,  costs  to  abide  the  eventj  on  the 
same  day  the  verdict  was  received,  on  the  sole  ground  thai 
the  verdict  was  against  evidence.  The  defendant  made  a  case 
containing  the  evidence,  and  thereupon  appealed  from  the 
decision  of  the  judge  granting  a  new  trial,  to  the  general 
term  of  this  court. 

S.  H.  White,  forplaintif. 

WiLjLiAM  Gleason,  Jb.,  foT  defendant. 

By  the  court,  Balcom,  J.  In  Jackson  agt.  J%ur$ton  (S 
Cowen,  342),  the  court  set  aside  a  verdict  and  granted  a 
new  trial,  costs  to  abide  the  event,  on  the  sole  ground  thai 
the  verdict  was  against  evidence.  But  on  a  motion  to  cor* 
rect  the  rule  in  respect  to  the  costs,  the  court  said :  *'  The 
jury  having  decided  contrary  to  evidence,  the  rule  should 
have  been  on  payment  of  costs  by  the  plaintiffs  such  is  the 
uniform  practice ;"  and  the  rule  was  modified  so  the  ver- 
dict was  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  granted,  on  payment  of 
costs  by  the  plaint^,  who  had  been  beaten  in  the  action.  In 
Goodyear  agt.  Ogden  (4  HUl,  106),  Cowen,  J.,  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  "  Having  disposed  of  the 
principal  case,  a  word  is  due  to  the  profession  in  respect 
to  a  case  cited  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  viz. :  Green  agt* 
Burke  (23  Wend.  490).  This  has  of  late  been  often  cited 
as  showing  that  though  a  verdict  be  set  aside  as  against 
the  weight  of  evidence  alone,  the  costs  are  to  abide  the 
event.  The  rule  is  otherwise,  and  nothing  is  said  upon  it 
in  the  case  cited,  one  way  or  the  other.  Nor  is  there  any 
color  for  the  suggestion  in  the  marginal  note.  A  verdict 
wrong  in  form  was  received  at  the  circuit,  upon  which  such 
an  entry  upon  the  record  as  was  due  to  the  justice  of  the 
case  could  not  be  made.  On  this  error,  as  well  as  on  the 
weight  of  evidence,  a  new  trial  was  granted.  The  only 
thing  said  of  eoets  is  in  the  direction  for  entmng  the  mli 
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at  the  end  of  the  case,  viz. :  *  costs  to  abide  the  event/ 
Where  the  verdict  is  set  aside  pnrely  as  against  the  weight 
of  evidence,  unmixed  with  other  reasons,  the  rule  is  as  laid 
down  by  the  chief  jtwtice  in  The  Bank  of  Utica  agt.  Ives 
(17  Wend,  601).  It  must  be  on  payment  of  costs.  Burke 
agt.  Green  involved  another  point,  on  which  I  stated  at  the 
outset  that  a  new  trial  must  be  granted,  and  the  point  is 
also  stated  in  the  head  note  of  the  reporter.^' 

In  The  Bank  of  Utica  agt  Ives  (supra),  the  jury  rendered 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  which  the  circuit  judge  set 
aaide  and  granted  a  new  trial,  with  costs  to  abide  the 
event,  from  which  decision  the  defendant  appealed.  Nel- 
son, Chief  Justice,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.  He 
said  :  '*  As  the  charge,  however,  was  correct,  assuming  the 
point  to  be  put  to  the  jury,  and  there  is  no  exception  to 
the  instructions  in  this  respect,  the  new  trial  should  have 
been  granted  by  the  circuit  judge  on  payment  of  costs.'' 
And  the  order  of  the  circuit  judge  was  changed,  so  that 
the  new  trial  was  granted  on  payment  of  costs  by  the 
plaintiff. 

These  decisions  settled  the  rule  that  a  verdict  should  not 
be  set  aside  on  the  sole  ground  that  it  was  against  evi- 
dence, except  on  payment  of  costs  by  the  party  against 
whom  it  was  rendered.  The  rule  was  uniformly  adhered 
to  until  the  adoption  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  and  I 
believe  it  has  generally  been  adhered  to  since.  {See  Brown 
agt.  BradshatOy  1  Duer,  199 ;  Ward  agt.  WooJOmm,  27  Barb. 
854.)  I  know  of  no  case  since  the  Code  became  in  force, 
in  which  this  rule  has  been  repudiated,  and  it  is  not  abro- 
gated by  the  Code  itself.  That  only  declares  that  '*  the 
costs  of  an  appeal  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 
when  a  new  trial  shall  be  ordered  '^  {Code,  §  306,  siA.  1). 
And  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  courts  should  not  change  the 
rale  notwithstanding  the  difficulty  there  is  in  assigning  any 
good  reason  for  making  a  party  pay  costs  for  a  new  trial, 
if  wrongfully  beaten  by  a  jury  on  the  eTidsnee,  when  ikm 
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costs  may  abide  the  event  if  he  obtains  a  new  trial  for  any 
error  of  the  judge,  or  for  a  finding  by  the  jury  contrary  to 
law.  The  rule  has  been  settled  and  uniformly  acted  upon 
so  long  that  it  ought  not  to  be  changed  by  the  courts.  If 
it  is  wrong  the  legislature  should  abrogate  it,  or  establish 
a  different  one. 

These  views  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  judge  in  this 
case  should  have  required  the  plaintiff  to  pay  costs  as  a 
condition  of  having  a  new  trial,  if  he  was  right  in  holding 
that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence,  and  that  tys  erred  in 
directing  that  the  costs  abide  the  event.  But  I  cannot  con- 
strue the  evidence  as  the  judge  did  who  presided  on  the 
trial. 

Secord's  memory  was  not  good,  and  two  of  the  Bussells 
contradicted  Keirsted.  I  have  grave  doubts  whether  Over- 
ing  ever  executed  any  lease  of  the  lot  to  Secord.  It  seems 
to  me  the  evidence  tends  strongly  to  sustain  the  conclusion 
that  Secord  sigi^d  the  lease  produced  at  the  trial,  and  that 
Keirsted  took  it,  with  the  understanding  that  Overing  was 
to  execute  it  and  then  return  it  or  a  duplicate  to  Secord, 
and  that  through  forgetfulness  or  for  some  other  cause,  the 
lease  was  laid  aside  and  never  executed  by  Overing,  and 
never  seen  again  or  mentioned  until  after  this  action  was 
commenced.  No  rent  of  the  lot  was  ever  demanded  of 
Secord  or  the  Bussells,  and  Secord  executed  a  deed  of  his 
interest  in  the  lot  to  Bussell,  which  it  is  probable  he  would 
not  have  done  if  he  had  had  a  lease  of  it.  If  he  had  had 
a  lease  of  the  lot  the  presumption  is  he  would  have 
assigned  that  to  Bussell,  instead  of  giving  him  a  deed. 
Besides,  if  any  lease  had  ever  been  delivered  to  Secord, 
the  one  produced  at  the  trial  would  have  been  signed  by 
Overing,  as  it  should  have  been,  if  the  understanding  that 
Secord  should  have  a  lease  had  been  carried  out. 

My  conclusion  is  that  the  judge  properly  submitted 
the  question  to  the  jury  whether  the  lease  was  ever  deliv- 
ered, but  that  he  erred  in  holding  that  the  verdict  was 
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against  evidence.  I  think  the  verdict  waa  not  so  decidedly 
against  the  weight  of  the  evidence  eus  to  justify  the  judge 
in  setting  it  aside,  though  I  confess  if  it  had  been  for  the 
plaintiff  we  would  not  disturb  it  upon  the  evidence.  For 
these  reasons  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  order  setting  aside 
the  verdict  and  granting  a  new  trial,  costs  to  abide  the 
event,  should  be  reversed  with  costs,  and  judgment  given 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  on  the  verdict,  with  costs. 
Decision  accordinglj. 


NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
John  Scuddeb  agt.  Catharine  Gori,  impleaded,  &o. 

The  eosts  of  an  action  are  to  be  taxed  according  to  the  fee  bill  existing  at  the  time 
of  the  Terdiet  or  disuisBal  of  the  complaint  $  and  thk,  notwithstanding  prooeed- 
in^B  thereon  are  stayed. 

On  a  motion  at  special  term  for  a  new  trial  npon  a  case,  costs  are  to  be  granted  as 
npon  an  appeal  from  a  judgment.    Construction  of  section  807  of  the  Code. 

General  Term,  October,  1864. 

Before  Robertson,  C  J.,  Monell  and  Garvin,  JustUes. 

The  complaint  in  this  action  was  dismissed  by  the  judge 
at  the  trial  on  the  22d  of  May,  1862.  The  further  pro- 
ceedings were  stayed  by  the  order  of  the  justice  who  tried 
the  cause,  until  a  case  could  be  made  and  settled,  and  a 
motion  thereon  for  a  new  trial  could  be  made  and  decided. 
The  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  at  special  term,  and 
denied  in  the  May  term,  1864.  Judgment  was  thereupon 
entered  against  the  plaintiff  for  costs,  the  costs  being  taxed 
under  the  law  existing  in  May,  1864. 

Upon  an  appeal  from  the  taxation,  the  justice  at  special 
term  decided  that  the  costs  must  be  adjusted  according  to 
the  fee  bill  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  the  dismissal  of  the 
complaint  (t.  e.  May,  1862),  and  that  the  application  at 
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special  term  on  a  case  for  a  new  trial  was  a  motion,  the 
costs  of  which  are  regulated  by  section  315  of  the  Code. 
The  defendant  appeals  to  the  general  term. 

R.  B.  Roosevelt,  for  appellant. 
S.  W.  JuMON,  for  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Monell,  J.  I  am  constrained  to  adhere 
to  the  case  in  this  court  {Moore  agt.  WesterveU^  14  How* 
Pr.  R.  279),  which  holds  that  the  costs  must  be  adjusted 
according  to  the  Code  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  the  ver- 
diet,  as  respects  all  items  prior  to  that  date.  It  is  there 
said  that  the  "recovery,"  which  gives  the  right  to  costs, 
mentioned  in  the  statute,  means  the  "  verdict,"  and  not 
the  judgment.  This  decision  was  made  at  general  term^ 
in  July,  1857,  and  no  amendment  of  the  Code  affecting  this 
question  has  since  been  made.  Cary  agt.  JVbrtoood  (5  Jlbb» 
Pr.  R.  219),  decided  about  the  same  time,  holds  the  same 
way.  Whether  these  cases  were  well  considered  and  sup- 
ported by  authority,  is  not  for  us  to  inquire.  Uniformity 
of  decision  upon  questions  of  this  nature,  as  well  as  respect 
for  the  views  of  eminent  judges  comprising  a  former  gen- 
eral term  of  this  court,  require  tha4;  we  should  regard  the 
decision  as  binding  upon  us. 

The  right  to  costs  being  fixed  by  the  verdict  (or  in  this 
case  by  the  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  which  in  principle 
is  the  same  thing),  the  question  is  not  affected  by  the  stay 
of  proceedings.  The  right  to  costs  had  become  complete 
before  the  stay,  and  they  must  be  adjusted  in  accordance 
with  the  then  existing  law. 

The  fifth  subdivision  of  section  307  of  the  Code  as  it 
stood  in  1852  {then  sub.  6),  gave  to  either  party  on  appeal 
except  to  the  court  of  appeals,  a  prescribed  rate  of  com- 
pensation, but  declared  that  its  provisions  should  not 
c^pply  to  appeals  from  orders.  At  that  time,  under  section 
M9,  «n  appeal  could  be  taken  from  «n  order  grantiiig  or 
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refusing  a  new  trial,  bnt  no  costs  except  a  motion  fee  could 
be  given.  In  1857)  the  307th  section  was  amended  by 
adding  to  the  fifth  subdivision  "  and  the  same  costs  shall 
be  allowed  in  oases  ordered  to  be  heard  in  the  first  instance 
at  general  term."  In  1858  the  subdivision  was  further 
amended,  so  that  the  same  read  "  and  the  same  costs  shall 
be  allowed  on  application  for  judgment  upon  special  ver- 
dict, or  upon  verdict  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
as  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case  made,  and  in  cases  where 
exceptions  are  ordered  to  be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at 
a  general  term."  In  1862  the  section  was  again  amended 
by  striking  out  the  word  ''as,"  and  inserting  the  word 
'*  or,"  so  that  it  should  read  ''  or  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case 
made." 

The  amendment  of  1858  was  diflScult  of  construction. 
The  word  ''  as,"  conveyed  no  idea  of  what  was  intended. 
Whether  on  application  for  judgment  upon  verdict,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  same  costs  were  to  be 
awarded  as  were  given  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  a 
case,  or  whether  the  word  **  as  "  was  to  be  construed  into, 
as  by  subsequent  amendment  it  was  changed  into  ''  or,"  it 
was  difficult  to  determine.  The  latter  liberty  was  taken 
by  a  judge  at  special  term  in  Juckett  agt.  Judd  (18  IGno. 
Pr.  IL  385,  393). 

My  construction  of  the  section  as  it  now  stands  is,  that 
the  legislature  intended  to  give  the  same  costs  as  are 
given  on  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  in  the  four  cases,  viz. : 
First,  an  application  for  judgment  upon  special  verdict ; 
second,  upon  verdict  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court; 
third,  upon  an  application  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case  made ; 
and  fourth,  on  exceptions  ordered  to  be  heard  at  a  general 
term,  without  reference  to  the  place  where  the  application 
is  to  be  made.  In  two  of  the  four  cases,  viz. :  application 
for  judgment  upon  a  special  verdict,  and  for  a  new  trial  on 
a  C€L8e,  must  be  made  at  special  term,  and  cannot  be  made 
at  general  term  {Code,  §  266).     The  other  two,  vi?. :  ver- 
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diet  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  exceptions, 
must  go  to  the  general  term,  and  cannot  be  heard  at  special 
term  {Id).  When  the  first  two  cases  are  carried  to  the 
general  term,  it  can  only  be  by  appeal  from  the  judgment 
upon  the  special  verdict,  or  from  the  order  granting  or 
refusing  a  new  trial. 

Certainly  the  exception  of  cases  mentioned  in  section 
349,  can  have  no  application  to  motions  for  judgment  upon 
a  special  verdict,  and  unless  it  was  designed  to  give  that 
class  of  cases  the  costs  prescribed  by  section  307,  although 
made  at  special  term,  then  so  much  of  the  amendment  was 
utterly  useless.  The  literal  reading  of  the  section  is,  that 
the  parties  shall  have  the  same  costs  as  are  allowed  on 
appeal,  on  an  application  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case  made. 
As  such  application  must  be  made  at  special  term,  it  fol- 
lows that  the  costs  of  an  appeal  are  to  be  awarded  at  the 
special  term.  If  the  application  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case 
8tood  alone  in  the  section,  I  might  be  inclined  to  yield  to 
the  opinion  that  it  was  simply  intended  to  take  those  cases 
out  of  the  exceptions  of  appeals  from  orders.  But  the 
section  includes  and  places  in  the  same  condition,  applica- 
tions for  judgment  upon  special  verdict,  and  it  is  quite 
clear  that  the  costs  on  such  motions  are  the  same  as  on  an 
appeal.  If  the  judge  in  Jackett  agt.  Judd  {sufTa\  had  not 
emphatically  said  that  only  motion  costs  were  allowable 
on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  at  special  term,  I  could  adopt 
the  whole  of  his  subsequent  reasoning,  as  illustrating  the 
view  I  have  taken  of  the  question.  But  that  learned  judge 
did  not  notice  that  motions  for  judgment  upon  a  special 
verdict,  or  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case,  can  only  be  made  at 
special  term,  and,  therefore,  unless  it  was  intended  to  give 
these  costs  at  special  term,  they  cannot  be  given  at  all. 
While  he  admits  that  it  was  intended  to  give  the  same  costs 
as  on  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  in  the  four  cases  men- 
tioned, he  confines  the  right  to  award  the  costs  to  the  gen- 
eral term,  whereas  in  two  of  the  oases,  the  motions  cannot 
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be  made  at  general  term  at  all.  Neither  view  is  free  from 
difficulty.  The  section  is  inartificially  drawn,  ambiguous, 
and  capable  perhaps  of  either  construction,  and  with 
other  judges  I  can  frankly  say  I  am  not  entirely  sat- 
isfied with  either.  There  is  as  much  reason  for  giving 
these  costs  at  special  term  as  to  confirm  the  right  to  them 
at  general  term,  if  the  motion  could  be  made  there.  The 
motion  at  special  term  involves  the  preparation  of  the  case, 
and  frequently  as  elaborate  and  solemn  ar^ment  as  at 
general  term,  and  it  would  seem  to  require  a  similar  com- 
pensation. 

My  conclusion  is,  that  upon  amotion  for  a  new  trial  upon 
a  case  made  at  special  term,  the  parties  are  entitled  to 
the  same  costs  as  upon  an  appeal  from  a  judgment. 

The  taxation  appealed  from  must  be  readjusted  upon  the 
principles  here  stated. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People,  ex  reL  John  Lumley  and  another  agt.  Morgan 
Lewis  and  others,  Commissioners  of  Highways  of  the 
town  of  Cherry  Valley. 

Where  an  alUrnativt  writ  qf  mandamus  is  granted,  a  return  made  thereto,  and 

iseues  of  fact  joined  thereon,  the  case  becomes  an  action  under  the  Code,  and  is 

not  a  special  proceeding. 
Cont9  in  actions  of  mandamus  are  not  affected  b.y  the  fee  bills  of  1840,  or  the  Code, 

and  are  still  to  be  taxed  under  the  fee  bill  contained  in  the  Revised  Statutes. 
The  rale  of  start  decisis  must  command  some  respect  both  from  the  bar  and  the 

bench. 
A  county  judge  has  power  to  tax  costs  under  the  old  fee  biU^ 
A  party  desiring  a  re-taxation  of  costs  must  more  without  delay,  and  the  motion 

must  be  founded  on  the  papers  used  before  the  taxing  officer  below. 
A  general  objeetton  to  every  item  in  a  bill  of  costs  as  illegal,  Ac,  is  not  availabla 

on  motion  for  re -taxation 

Oneida  Special  Term^  March,  1863,  Allen  Justice,  and 
Broome  General  Temiy  January,  1863. 
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Before  Campbsxl,  Parker  and  Mason,  Jtistices. 

Motion  for  re-taxation  of  costd.  The  action  was  maQ«- 
damns  to  compel  the  defendants  to  open  and  work  a  high- 
way. The  defendants  made  a  return  to  the  alternative 
writ,  and  the  relators  pleaded  to  the  return.  The  issuea 
of  fact  were  tried  at  the  circuit,  and  a  verdict  rendered, 
and  judgment  ordered  for  a  peremptory  writ  and  costs  ia 
favor  of  the  relators.  For  a  full  statement  of  the  facts, 
see  report  of  the  case  on  the  merits  (26  How.  378). 

The  relators'  costs  were  made  up  under  the  fee  bill  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  and  were  taxed  accordingly  by  the 
county  judge  of  Otsego  county,  on  the  11th  day  of  April, 
1862.  On  the  taxation,  the  defendants'  counsel  objected 
to  the  authority  of  the  county  judge  to  tax  the  costs,  and 
also  objected  that  the  bill  of  costs  could  not  be  taxed,  for 
the  reasons,  1.  That  said  costs  were  properly  taxable  under 
the  Code ;  and  2.  That  said  costs  were  taxable  under  the 
fee  bill  of  1840,  as  amended  in  1844,  which  objections 
were  all  overruled.  The  defendants'  counsel  also  objected 
generally  to  every  item  in  the  bill  as  improper  and  illegal, 
and  as  improperly  charged,  but  did  not  specify  any  item 
separately  as  objectionable,  or  state  any  objection,  or  any 
grounds  therefor  to  any  single  item  in  the  bill.  The  bill 
was  taxed  at  the  full  amount,  $540.46,  and  filed  on  the 
same  day,  with  the  affidavits  and  papers  used  on  the  taxa- 
tion. Four  general  terms  in  the  district,  and  eleven  special 
terms,  at  either  of  which  this  motion  might  have  been 
made,  had  elapsed  since  the  taxation. 

D.  C.  Bates,  for  motion. 

E.  Countryman,  contra. 

Allen,  J.  The  gross  amount  of  costs  allowed  was  very 
large,  and  very  likely  excessive,  but  of  this  I  cannot  speak, 
for  the  reason  I  have  not  examined  and  do  not  propose  to 
examine  the  bill  in  detail^     But  upon  a  cursory  examina- 
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tion  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  many  items  were  errone- 
ously allowed,  and  other  items  proper  upon  the  theory  upon 
which  the  costs  were  taxed,  were  taxed  at  too  large  an 
amount.  But  for  this  the  attorney  for  the  defendants  is  in 
a  measure  responsible,  for  omitting  to  object  in  proper  form 
and  call  the  taxing  officer's  attention  to  the  precise  objec- 
tion, and  perhaps  if  the  error  of  the  officer  in  taxing  the 
items  was  the  only  ground  of  objection,  the  defendants 
would  be  remediless.  But  the  objection  to  the  principle 
of  taxation  was  taken  before  the  officer,  and  involves  a 
question  of  right,  dnd  has  not  been  lost  or  waived  by  any 
laches. 

The  question  is  one  of  importance,  and  is  whether  the 
anomaly  still  exists,  that  in  proceedings  by  mandamus,  the 
costs  are  to  be  taxed  under  the  obnoxious  fee  bill  of  1830, 
while  in  every  other  suit  and  proceeding  a  more  modem 
fee  bill  is  to  be  resorted  to,  and  this  notwithstanding  the 
efforts  of  the  legislature  to  repeal  it  and  substitute  one 
that  was  thought  to  be  more  just  and  reasonable,  to  wit : 
in  1840,  1844  and  1848.  It  is  not  a  question  whether  a 
proceeding  by  mandamus  when  it  progresses  to  a  return, 
may  or  may  not  be  in  some  sense  regarded  as  "an  action " 
or  "  a  suit,''  which  is  more  comprehensive  than  an  action, 
and  be  so  styled.  We  have  to  do  with  a  statutory  defini- 
tion and  division  of  legal  remedies  into  *' actions"  and 
"  special  proceedings."  An  action  is  declared  to  be  an 
"  ordinary  proceeding  "  in  a  court  of  justice  by  which  a 
party  prosecutes,  ifec. ;  and  a  "  special  proceeding  "  embra- 
ces every  other  remedy  {Code,  ^§  2,  3).  Section  2  is  broad 
enough  in  terms,  when  speaking  of  the  purposes  and  objects 
for  which  "  an  action  "  may  be  brought,  to  embrace  and 
include  every  legal  proceeding.  For  there  can  be  no  legal 
process  or  procedure  except  "  for  the  enforcement  of  a 
right,  the  redress  or  prevention  of  a  wrong,  or  the  punish- 
ment of  a  public  offence."  The  material  and  distinctive 
part  of  the  definition  is  the  words  '*  ordinary  proceeding," 
Vol.  XXVm.  XI 
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This  distinguishes  an  action  from  an  extraordinary  or  spe- 
cial proceeding,  and  restricts  the  term  to  a  procedure  which 
would  answer  to  an  ordinary  action  at  law  or  suit  in  equity. 

Now  a  mandamus  is  not  an  ordinary  proceeding.  It  is 
known  as  a  high  prerogative  writ,  and  it  is  issued  in  the 
exercise  ot  an  extraordinary  power,  and  although  it  is  to 
a  certain  extent  assimilated  to  an  action,  it  is  not  made  an 
action.  The  court  grants  the  writ  in  the  exercise  of  its 
general  supervisory  power,  and  to  prevent  a  failure  of  jus- 
tice, and  when  there  is  no  other  specific  legal  remedy  for 
a  legal  right.  It  is  not  a  writ  of  right,  but  is  granted  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court.  The  court  will  not  interfere 
by  mandamus  when  an  action  will  lie,  or  when  there  is  any 
other  remedy  at  law  {Tapping  on  Mandamus ^  20,  et  seq). 
Costs,  the  right  to  execution,  and  a  writ  of  error  from 
judgments  in  mandamus  cases,  have  been  from  time  to  time 
annexed  by  statute  to  the  proceedings  as  incidents  to  them, 
but  such  incidents  do  not  affect  the  character  of  the  juris- 
diction or  the  remedy,  and  make  it  an  "  ordinary  proceed- 
ing." Judge  Potter,  in  People  agt.  Cqlhome  (20  How.  378), 
goes  no  farther  than  this.  He  merely  regards  a  mandamus 
as  a  "  suit,"  or  a  **  proceeding  on  mandamus  "  "an  action," 
within  the  equity  of  certain  statutes,  although  he  did  not 
regard  that  conclusion  as  even  necessary  for  the  purpose 
of  determining  the  question  then  before  him.  If  proceed- 
ings by  mandamus  were  actions,  technically  or  otherwise, 
costs  would  follow  as  of  course  under  statutes  giving  costs 
in  legal  actions  generally,  but  such  has  not  been  the  case, 
and  special  statutes  have  been  required  to  entitle  the  pre- 
vailing party  to  costs,  and  to  charge  them  who  should  pay 
them.  {Tapping  on  Mandamus^  394;  2  Jiemsed  Statutes^ 
687,  ^  57,  619,  §§  39,  40;  Laws  of  1833,  395,  §  6;  People 
agt.  Onondaga  C.  P.  10  Wend.  598.) 

Mandamus  proceedings  have  been  regarded  as  special 
proceedings  as  defined  by  the  Code,  by  courts  and  judges 
in  several  cases.     They  were  incidentally  so  spoken  of  by 
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Habhis,  Justice,  in  12  Haw.,  at  page  99,  and  were  directly 
BO  held  in  People  agt.  Schoonmaker  (19  Barb.  657),  and  see 
Crary's  Practice,  305.  The  act  of  1854  {Laws  of  1854,  p. 
592,)  gives  an  appeal  to  the  general  term  from  an  order, 
judgment  or  final  determination  in  special  proceedings,  and 
it  was  held  in  the  case  last  cited  that  a  judgment  or  final 
order  in  mandamus  was  within  this  section,  and  see  Boyd 
agt.  Bigelaw  (14  How.  511). 

For  all  the  purposes  of  costs,  appeals  from  decisions  in 
special  proceedings  are  regarded  as  actions  {Code,  §  318,  as 
amended  in  1862).  By  the  act  of  1854,  costs  when  allowed 
in  special  proceedings  are  to  be  at  the  rate  allowed  for  sim- 
ilar services  in  civil  actions  {^ct  of  1854,  cA.  270,  ^  3). 
By  section  471  of  the  Oode,  it  is  epacted  that  until  other- 
wise provided  by  the  legislature,  the  second  part  of  the 
Code  shall  not  affect  proceedings  by  mandamus  or  prohibi- 
tion. This  part  of  the  section  stands  as  it  was  first 
enacted.  The  provisions  regulating  costs  on  appeal  in 
special  proceedings,  first  found  a  pletce  in  th6  Code  in  1849 
{see  §  318).  And  the  act  prescribing  the  rate  of  allowance 
in  special  proceedings,  was  first  passed  in  1854 ;  and  if  a 
proceeding  by  mandamus  is  as  I  think  it  to  be,  "  a  special 
proceeding  "  under  the  Code,  the  act  is  a  legislative  pro- 
vision upon  the  subject  so  far  as  costs  are  concerned,  bring- 
ing it  within  the  operation  of  the  second  part  of  the  Code, 
and  taking  it  out  of  the  exception  created  by  section  471. 

I  am  told  that  this  is  adverse  to  the  practice  in  the  first 
and  sixth  districts.  I  should  regret  very  much  to  be  found 
in  hostility  to  the  courts  in  those  districts,  and  had  I  be^ 
fore  me  the  decision  of  either  court  I  certainly  should  fol- 
low it ;  although  some  were  referred  to  they  were  not  cited, 
and  if  they  have  been  reported  I  have  not  been  so  fortu- 
nate as  to  see  them,  and  I  am  compelled  to  decide  in  accord- 
ance with  my  own  convictions.  The  taxation  must  there- 
fore be  set  aside,  and  the  costs  readjusted  and  inserted  iq 
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the  roll  in  accordance  with  the  fee  bill  provided  for  by  the 
Code,  neither  party  to  have  costs  of  this  motion. 
The  relators  brought  an  appeal  to  the  general  term. 

E.  Countryman,  for  appellant 

I.  Mandamne  cases  are  not  special  proceedings,  withia 
the  meaning  of  chap.  270,  Laws  of  1854.  When  issnes  of 
fact  are  joined  therein,  they  become  suits  or  actiens,  as 
those  terms  are  used  in  the  law.  Judge  Allen  holds  that 
a  mandamus  case  is  not  an  '*  ordinary  proceeding  in  a  court 
of  justice,"  within  section  2  of  the  Code,  and  is  therefore 
a  special  proceeding.  The  word  **  ordinary,"  according  to 
WoacESTEK  means  "established,"  "settled,"  "accna-, 
tomed,"  "  common,"  "  usual,"  "  often  reeurring."  It  can- 
not be  necessary  to  cite  authorities  to  show  how  firmly 
"established,"  well  "settled,"  and  long  " accustomed " — 
how  "  common,"  "  usual "  and  "  oft  recurring  "  in  prac- 
tice, is  the  oM  remedy  of  mandamus.  Tapping  on  Man^ 
damuSf  2,  56,  declares  the  remedy  so  ancient  "  that  the 
exact  date  of  its  institution  cannot  with  any  accuracy  be 
shown,"  although  he  claims  to  have  traced  it  to  magna 
ckarta.  An  examination  of  the  reports  under  the  various 
classifications  of  legal  remedies  existing  before  the  Code, 
would  show  no  other  mode  of  l^al  redress  more  frequently 
sought  and  obtained  in  the  courts.  But  the  true  explana- 
tion of  an  "  ordinary  proceeding  "  is  given  in  §  245  of  the 
Code,  which  defines  a  judgment  to  be  "  the  final  determi* 
nation  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  an  action,^^  Hence 
Judge  Hahkis  held  in  The  Peple  ex  reL  Bender  agt.  7%« 
County  Judge  of  Rensselaer  (IS  How.  400),  "that  any  judi- 
cial proceeding  which  if  conducted  to  a  termination  will 
result  in  a  judgment,  is  an  action."  In  this  case  the  liti- 
gation has  resulted  in  a  judgment.  The  legislature  of  1863, 
while  Judge  Allen  was  writing  his  opinion,  solved  the 
question  against  him.     By  the  amendment  of  that  year  to 


NBW  TOKK  PRAOTIOE  REPORTS.  165 

P«opl«  ec  r«f.  Liiialejft|^«  Lewis* 

section  471  of  the  Code,  it  is  provided  **  that  in  actions  or 
proceedings  by  mandamus,  amendments  of  any  mistakes  in 
the  process,  pleadings  or  proceedings  therein,  maj  he 
allowed,"  Ac,  This  was  clearly  the  doctrine  also  of  the 
Berised  Statutes,  which  proTide  that  whenever  the  relators 
plead  or  demur  to  the  return,  "the  like  proceedings  shall 
be  had  therein  for  the  determination  thereof,''  as  in  an 
"  action  on  the  case  for  a  false  return,"  and  "  as  in  per- 
sonal actions,"  and  that  a  recovery  therein  "  shall  be  a 
bar  to  any  ether  action  "  for  making  such  return  (3  R.  S. 
bth  edL  898,  §§  15,  19).  This  question  was  very  ably  dis- 
cussed in  People  agt  Colbome  (20  How.  380,  382),  and  as 
Judge  Allek  would  seem  to  entertain  a  doubt  as  to  the 
precise  conclusion  to  which  Judge  Pottr  arrived,  it  had 
better  be  stated  in  his  own  language,  page  382.  "  I  am, 
therefore,  clear  in  my  view  of  its  meaning,  that  the  pro- 
ceeding now  in  question  was  an  action,"  In  the  Commer- 
cial  Bank  of  Albany  agt.  Canal  Commissioners  {Court  of  Et' 
rorsj  10  Wend.  32),  Chancellor  Walworth,  referring  to  the 
changes  effected  by  9  Jinn,  ch.  20,  said :  "  After  the  passing 
of  the  statute  of  Ann,  the  proceeding  in  cases  (of  man- 
damus) coming  within  its  provisions  assumed  the  form  of 
ordinary  suks."  Judge  Allen  cites  Tapping,  to  show  that 
a  mandamus  is  '^  a  high  prerogative  writ,"  and  an  extra- 
ordinary remedy.  But  Tapping  was  there  speaking  of  the 
original  remedy  as  it  existed  at  common  law,  before  the 
recent  modifications  created  by  various  statutes,  and  after 
citing  these  statutes  at  length,  which  are  very  similar  in 
their  provisions  to  those  of  New  York,  he  says  that  "  the 
writ  of  mandamus  is  at  tMs  day,  from  the  period  at  least  of 
the  return,  entirely  assimilated  to  an  action."  (Tapping  on 
Mftndamus,  61,8;  see  also  3  Black.  Com.  265.)  True  the  writ 
may  be  said  to  be  granted  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
But  this  discretion  is  not  capricious  or  arbitrary.  Legal 
discretion  never  means  either  in  civil  or  criminal  law,  arbi- 
trary will.     In  the  language  of  Lord  Mansfield,  **  discre- 
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tion  when  applied  to  a  court  of  JQstice,  means  sound  dis- 
cretion guided  by  law ;  it  must  be  governed'  by  rule,  not 
by  humor ;  it  must  not  be  arbitrary,  vague  and  fanciful, 
but  legal  and  regular,"  The  writ  will  always  be  awarded 
as  matter  of  right,  upon  proper  case  shown  (see  2  Johtu 
Cases,  2d  ed.  217,  note  4).  The  doctrine  of  prerogative 
was  exploded  in  Kendall  agt.  The  United  States  (12  Peters^ 
608).  Judge  Thompson  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court  (p.  614),  said  :  *'  It  (mandamus)  is  a  writ,  in  England 
issuing  out  of  the  king's  bench  in  the  name  of  the  king, 
and  is  called  a  prerogative  writ,  but  considered  a  writ  of 
right."  And  page  615  :  ''  It  is  an  action  or  suit  brought 
in  a  court  of  justice,  asserting  a  right,  and  is  prosecuted 
according  to  the  forms  of  judicial  proceedings."  Judge 
Allen's  definition  of  an  "ordinary  proceeding,"  would 
exclude  criminal  cases  from  the  class  of  actions.  These 
cases  are  clearly  not  commenced  by  summons  or  by  consent^ 
as  prescribed  by  the  Code.  And  they  are  only  instituted 
by  permission  of  the  grand  jury,  in  the  exercise  of  judicial 
discretion.  Still  they  are  embraced  in  the  definition  of 
actions  {Code,  §§  2,  3,  4,  5,  6).  "There  are  viuious  modes 
of  commencing  an  action.  In  courts  of  record  since  the 
adoption  of  the  Code,  it  must  be  by  summons,  &c«  But 
other  modes  have  been  and  may  be  prescribed  in  particular 
cases  "  (13  How.  400,  supra).  And  it  was  held  in  that  case 
that  proceedings  under  the  general  lien  law,  commenced  by 
a  simple  notice  to  the  adverse  party,  which  resulted  in  a 
judgment,  was  an  action.  Judge  Allen  argues  that  a 
mandamus  case  is  not  an  action,  because  it  cannot  be 
resorted  to  "  when  there  is  any  other  remedy  at  law." 
This  rule  has  always  applied  to  all  classes  of  actions.  A 
party  having  a  remedy  at  law,  was  bound  to  resort  to  the 
proper  action.  He  could  not  bring  trover  or  trespass, 
when  the  proper  action  was  assumpsit  or  covenant,  and  tnce 
versa.  On  the  same  principle  he  could  not  have  an  action 
of  mandamus,  when  any  other  action  would  afford  him 
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proper  relief  or  compeiiBation.  Judge  Allek  concedes  that 
a  '^stiit  in  equity''  is  an  action.  But  these  ^* suits"  or 
"cases  in  chancery/'  as  well  as  mandamus  cases,  were 
originally  instituted  for  precisely  similar  reasons,  to  wit : 
in  order  **  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice  "  from  the  want 
of  specific  and  adequate  remedies  at  law.  *'  An  ordinary 
proceeding  in  a  court  of  justice,"  may  be  described  as  con* 
sisting  of  the  following  successive  steps  of  procedure : 
Process^  by  which  the  party  complained  of  is  brought  be* 
fore  the  court ;  pleadings,  by  which  the  nature  of  the 
demand  and  the  defence  is  exhibited  to  the  court  by  the 
respective  parties ;  trial  or  hearing,  by  the  court  of  the  case 
so  presented;  judgment  or  decree,  by  which  the  court 
awards  or  denies  the  remedy  sought  to  be  obtained ;  and 
executi4m,  by  which  the  judgment  is  actually  and  specifically 
enforced.  Every  other  proceeding  is  extraordinary,  sum- 
mary or  special.  The  Code  definition  of  an  action  may 
then  be  paraphrased  as  follows :  It  is  any  judicial  pro^ 
ceeding  to  enforce  or  protect  a  right,  to  redress  or  prevent 
a  wrong,  or  to  punish  a  public  offence,  which,  when  insti- 
tuted, is  pursued  by  the  regular  procedure  or  established 
mode  of  litigation,  as  by  pleading,  trial,  judgment,  execu- 
tion, and  writ  of  error  or  appeal.  It  is  admitted  that  there 
is  a  class  of  proceedings  by  mandamus,  which  are  strictly 
motions,  and  are  summary  or  special  in  their  nature,  to 
which  the  statute  of  1854  can  be  properly  applied.  Pre- 
vious to  1854,  as  since,  a  party  had  his  choice  of  two 
courses,  either  to  apply  directly  on  affidavits  for  a  per- 
emptor^  writ,  under  the  usual  notice  of  motion  or  order 
to  show  cause,  or  for  an  alternative  writ,  by  serving  which 
a  regular  suit  was  commenced  to  obtain  the  peremptory 
writ.  But  in  the  former  case  prior  to  1864,  the  questions 
between  the  parties  "  being  heard  on  affidavits  merely,  no 
formal  judgment  was  given  and  the  decision  was  final,'^  unless 
the  court  ex  gratia  allowed  a  formal  record  to  be  made  up 
for  the  express  purpose  of  obtaining  a  writ  of  error.     (P«a- 
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pie  agt.  Judges  of  Rensselaer  C.  P.  3  jHoio.  165  ;  People  agt. 
7&roop,  12  Wend.  183;  ex  parte  JenningSf  6  Cow.  518;  Cof?»- 
meroo/  £anA:  o/*  Albany  agt.  Cana/  Communoner^,  10  Wend. 
31 ;  P€€p/e  agt.  Cayuga  C.  P.  10  TTend.  633;  People  agt. 
Supervisors  of  J^ew  Yorkf  20  £ar&.  86 ;  People  agt.  Beehe^ 
1  £ar&.  379.)  The  act  of  1854  ao  far  modified  the  old  law 
as  to  allow  an  appeal  from  the  order^  without  directing  a 
formal  record  or  judgment,  and  where  the  facta  are  oncon* 
troverted  the  summary  proceeding  is  now  advisable.  Bui 
where  the  facts  are  disputed,  now,  as  heretofore,  an  alter- 
native  writ  must  be  obtained.  Judge  Allsh's  misapplica- 
tion of  People  agt.  Schoonmaker  (19  Barb.  657),  is  therefore 
easily  explained.  That  was  a  motion  brought  on  at  special 
term  under  an  order  to  show  cause,  and  heard  on  admitted 
facts.  The  order  for  a  peremptory  writ  was  granted  in 
the  first  instance,  and  the  appeal  to  the  general  term  was 
from  that  order,  which  was  properly  entertained.  This 
view  is  now  authoritatively  confirmed  by  legislative  enacfr 
ment,  in  the  amendment  of  1863  to  §  471  of  the  Code, 
wherein  mandamus  cases  are  expressly  recognized  as 
•*  actions  "  and  as  *'  proceedings." 

II.  It  is  admitted,  however,  that  '*  a  suit  and  proceeding 
upon  writ  of  mandamus  "  (3  JR.  S.  5th  ed.  909,  ^  9),  is  not 
included  in  the  class  of  common  law  actions,  technically  so 
called.  *^  The  proceeding  is  in  many  respects  snii  generis" 
Barculo,  Justice  in  People  agt.  Supervisors  of  Dutchess  (3 
Bow.  382).  Judge  Aixen  was  therefore  clearly  correct  in 
saying  that  *'  special  statutes  have  been  required  to  entitle 
the  prevailing  party  to  costs  in  mandamus,  and  to  charge 
those  who  should  pay  them."  {Tapping  on  Mandamus,  394 ; 
Laws  of  1833,  395,  §  6 ;  2  £.  5.  619,  ^§  39,  40 ;  3  Id.  5th 
ed.  909,  §  9 ;  People  agt.  Onondaga  a  P.  10  Wend.  598.) 
The  authority  to  grant  costs  in  mandamus  is  only  to  be 
found  in  the  act  of  1833.  {People  agt.  Densmore^  1  Barb. 
557  ;  People  agt.  Supervisors  of  Dutchess,  3  How.  380.)  It 
follows  that  whenever  costs  are  given,  the  amount  or  the 
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items  should  be  such  as  were  directed,  intended  or  contem- 
plated by  that  act.  The  fee  bill  of  the  Bevised  Statutes 
was  then  in  force,  and  the  act  of  1833  must  have  been 
passed  with  express  reference  to  that  fee  bill.  According 
to  the  rule  of  construction,  whatever  is  within  the  spirit 
and  intent  is  within  the  statute,  even  if  against  the  letter. 
{White  agt.  Wager,  32  Barb.  253 ;  People  agt.  Vtica  Ins.  Co. 
15  Johns.  358 ;  Jackson  agt.  CMins,  3  Cow.  89 ;  14  Mass. 
92 ;  1  Kenfs  Com.  462.)  Applying  this  rule  to  the  con* 
struction  of  the  act  of  1833,  and  the  acts  of  1840  and 
1844,  it  is  apparent  that  the  true  rule  of  taxation  in  man- 
damus cases  is  to  be  found  in  the  Bevised  Statutes.  The 
fee  bill  of  1840,  as  amended  in  1844,  was  dearly  designed 
to  be  limited  to  common  law  actions.  Chancery  cases  are 
expressly  excepted,  and  mandamus  cases  are  not  expressly 
included  in  the  act.  The  act  of  1833  is  analogous  to  the  act 
providing  that  the  costs  in  surrogates'  courts  shall  be  taxed 
under  the  common  pleas  fee  bill  in  the  Bevised  Statutes 
{Laws  of  1837,  p.  536).  That  fee  bill  was  repealed  or  mod«> 
ified  by  the  act  of  1840,  and  the  court  of  common  pleas 
was  abolished  by  the  new  constitution  and  the  Code.  Still 
it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  the  common  pleas  fee  bill 
remains  in  force  for  the  cases  provided  for  in  the  act  of 
1837.  {Western  Bgt.  Romainey  1  Bradford,  37  ;  Wilcox  agt. 
Smith,  26  Barh,  316,  330 ;  Dmn  agt.  Patchin,  25  How.  5 ; 
26  Jfew  York,  441,  448.)  The  case,  £»  the  matter  of  St. 
John  (6  mil,  856),  adopts  the  fee  bill  in  the  Bevised  Stat- 
utes. The  costs  in  statutory  foreclosures  are  also  taxed 
under  the  same  fee  bill  {ChlHns  agt.  Standish,  6  How.  494). 
Costs  on  appeals  from  surrogates'  courts  are  now  taxed 
under  the  Code  by  the  amendment  of  1862  to  section  471. 
And  a  sinular  speciSc  amendment  is  requisite  to  change  the 
rule  in  mandamus  cases.  The  costs  were  taxed  under  the 
fee  bill  of  1830,  in  two  recent  and  reported  cases  of  man- 
damus. {People  agt.  Ewen,  8  Jlbb.  369;  People  agt.  Cot- 
home,  20  How.  380.) 
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III.  The  county  judge  had  jurisdiction  to  tax  the  costs. 
(2  R.  S.  2d  ed.  210,  §§  32, 34 ;  Judiciary  ^d.  Laws  of  1847, 
ch.  280,  §  29,  oh.  470,  ^  27 ;  S  R.  S.  5th  ed.  306,  §  32.) 

lY.  The  defendants  have  lost  their  right  to  a  retaxatioa 
by  laches.  ''The  motion  must  be  made  without  delay. 
After  the  lapse  of  two  terms  at  which  the  party  might 
have  applied  for  a  re-taxation,  the  court  will  not  interfere 
though  there  be  objectionable  items  in  the  bill.''  (1  Bur- 
rilVs  Practice^  2d  ed.  267  ;  McLean  agt.  Forward,  1  Cow.  49 ; 
Morris  agt.  MuUett,  1  JoAn*  Ch.  44 ;  GraharrCs  Practice,  2d 
ed.  338.)  The  old  rule  has  been  recognized  under  the 
Code  (Dresser  agt.  Wickes,  2  Mb.  460). 

Y,  The  court  will  not  re-tax  the  costs  on  a  new  state  of 
facts  not  disclosed  to  the  taxing  officer  below.  {Webb  agt. 
Crosby,  11  Paige,  193  ;  Ihnmons  agt  Cairm,  11  Paige,  380.) 
A  motion  for  a  re-taxation  of  costs  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
appeal,  and  can  only  be  heard  upon  the  papers  and  proofii 
used  before  the  clerk.  {Logan  agt.  Thomas,  11  How.  160  ; 
Beattie  agt.  Qua,  15  Barb.  132  ;  3  Code  Rep.  24.) 

YI.  The  general  objection  to  eyery  item  in  the  bill  of 
costs  as  illegal.  Sec,  without  selecting  any  particular  item, 
or  assigning  any  ground  or  reason  therefor,  is  not  available, 
and  the  court  cannot  for  that  reason  order  a  re-taxation. 
{Cuyler  agt.  Coats,  10  How.  141 ;  People  agt.  Oakes,  1  How* 
195  ;  Lyon  agt.  Wilkes,  1  Cow.  591.)  '*  The  moving  affida- 
vit should  state  that  the  taxation  was  opposed  ;  that  cer- 
tain items  in  the  bill  (mentioning  them)  were  objected  to, 
and  that  they  were  taxed  by  the  taxing  officer,  notwith- 
standing the  objection."  (1  BurrilVs  Practice,  2d  €<L  471 ; 
Rogers  agt.  Rogers,  2  Paige,  459.)  And  as  to  all  items 
provided  for  in  the  fee  bill,  which  it  is  claimed  are  impro- 
perly charged,  the  affidavit  must  state  the  grwtnds  of  the 
objections  to  such  items.  {Wilder  agt.  Wheeler,  1  Haw. 
136;  1  BurrilVs  Practice,  2d  ed,  471.)  Where  costs  are 
taxed  ex  parfe,  and  therefore  without  objection,  the  decision 
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of  the  taxing  officer  cannot  be  reviewed  as  to  any  of  the 
itema  allowed  {Hoffman  agt.  Skinner,  5  Paige,  526). 

D.  G.  Bates,  for  respondents. 

I.  The  costs  should  be  adjusted  by  the  county  clerk, 
under  the  fee  bill  provided  by  the  Code  of  Procedure. 
Mandamus  is  a  special  proceeding  as  defined  by  the  Code 
(§§1,  2,  3).  The  Laws  of  1854  chap.  270,  §  3,  provides 
that  *'  in  special  proceedings,  and  on  appeals  therefrom, 
costs  may  be  allowed  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
when  allowed  shall  be  at  the  rate  allowed  for  similar  services 
in  doil  actions.^'  In  the  case  of  The  People  agt.  Schoonmor 
her  (19  Barb.  657),  it  was  expressly  decided  that  a  pro- 
ceeding by  mandamus  is  a  special  proceeding  under  the 
third  section  of  the  Code,  and  provided  for  by  chapter  270 
of  the  laws  of  1854.  Justice  Wbight,  who  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court  said,  page  658 :  ^'  The  argument  is 
that  a  mandamus  is  in  the  nature  of  an  action,  unaffected 
by  the  Code  of  Procedure  or  its  provisions  relative  to 
appeals,  and  is  not  a  special  proceeding  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  of  1854.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  law 
referred  to  authori^s  the  appeal."  In  the  matter  of  the 
Extension  of  the  Bowery  (12  How.  99),  Justice  Ha&bis, 
speaking  of  section  3  of  the  Code,  said :  '*  These  remedies, 
I  suppose,  are  such  as  are  incident  to  the  powers  of  a  court 
of  general  jurisdiction,  such  as  mandamus,  prohibition, 
habeas  corpus  and  the  like."  The  act  of  1854  is  also 
referred  to  in  Boyd  agt.  Bigelow,  14  How.  511  ;  and  Havi- 
land  agt.  White,  7  Ihw.  154.  In  the  laws  of  1859,  chapter 
174,  section  3,  the  legislature  in  providing  for  appeals  to 
the  court  of  appeals  in  these  cases,  calls  them  *'  proceed- 
ings upon  mandamus."  If  the  law-makers  had  regarded 
them  as  actions,  they  would  have  used  the  word  '*  actions" 
upon  mandamus,  instead  of  the  word  '*  proceedings."  The 
laws  of  1862,  page  862,  section  21,  show  that  the  legisla- 
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ture  must  have  understood  proceedings  in  mandamus  to  be 
included  in  the  terms  "  special  proceedings."  Crary^s 
Practice  in  Special  Proceedings j  305,  says :  "  When  costs  are 
granted  (in  mandamus  cases)  they  are  to  be  at  the  rate 
allowed  for  similar  services  in  civil  actions." 

II.  If  the  costs  are  not  to  be  adjusted  nnder'^the  pro- 
visions  of  the  Code  by  the  clerk,  then  they  are  improperly 
taxed  under  the  old  fee  bill  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  the 
fee  bill  of  the  act  of  1840  abolishes  the  fee  bill  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  and  expressly  provides  for  proceedings 
upon  mandamus  {Latos  of  1840,  chap.  386,  pp.  327,  328  and 
330).  The  order  made  at  special  term  should  be  affirmed, 
with  costs. 

By  the  court,  Mason,  J.  If  any  question  can  be  regarded 
as  settled  with  us  in  this  district,  it  is  that  a  proceeding 
upon  mandamus,  where  there  has  been  a  return,  and  the 
suit  has  gone  to  pleadings,  and  a  trial  thereon  has  been  had, 
is  not  a  special  proceeding  under  the  Code,  but  an  action. 
And  that  the  costs  in  such  a  suit  are  to  be  taxed  under 
the  fee  bill  as  contained  in  the  Revised  Statutes,  has  been 
too  often  decided  with  us  to  be  regarded  as  an  open  ques- 
tion. The  question  has  been  often  up  in  special  term,  and 
has  been  several  times  before  the  general  term,  reaching 
back  through  a  period  of  more  than  a  dozen  years.  The 
first  question  we  have  decided  in  general  term  is  this  very 
case,  and  if  the  latter  were  to  be  regarded  an  open  ques- 
tion now,  I  do  not  think  we  could  come  to  any  other  con- 
clusion. Regarding  the  question  as  settled  with  us,  I  shall 
refuse  to  discuss  it.  The  doctrine  of  stare  decisis  must 
command  some  respect  both  from  the  bar  and  the  bench. 
The  order  made  at  special  term  must  be  reversed  with  $10 
costs,  and  the  defendants'  motion  denied  with  $10  costs. 

Order  accordingly. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Francis  C.  White  agt.  William  W.  Story,  administrator, 
&c.,  of  Maria  J.  Boerum,  deceased. 

Both  legal  and  equiUahU  elaknf  agahut  the  eitate  of  ft  deoeased  person  may  be 
r^trred  under  ihe  atfttnte. 

Where  the  plaintiff,  a  oonfectioner,  in  I859»  at  the  request  of  a  married  tootnan, 
whom  he  knew  to  have  a  separate  estate,  famished  her  with  articles  for  a  wed- 
ding sapper  on  the  occasion  of  the  marriage  of  her  daughter,  and  Babsequently 
she  repeatedly  promised  to  pay  the  debt  out  of  her  separate  estate :  jffeM,  that 
her  estate  was  not  liable  for  the  debt. 

Beeaiue,  lit.  There  was  no  endenee  of  an  inient  to  charge  her  leparate  estate 
etated  mi  the  eoniraet. 

2d.  The  consideraHo*  for  the  debt  did  not  go  to  the  direct  ben^  of  her  separate 
estate.    (Suthbrlamd,  /.,  tUsBeuting,) 

J^Tew  York  General  Term,  December,  1864. 
Before  Leonard,  Barnard  and  Sutherland,  Justices. 
Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  entered  on  report 
of  referee  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Robinson  &  Scribner,  for  appellant. 

This  case  originated  under  an  order  of  reference  entered 
upon  an  agreement  dated  November  4th,  1862  (approved 
by  the  surrogate),  to  refer  a  matter  in  controversy  arising 
out  of  a  claim  presented  to  the  defendant  as  administrator 
of  Mrs.  Boerum,  under  the  provisions  of  2  R.  S.,  88,  section 
36. 

There  were  no  pleadings,  and  the  claim  was  for  the 
"  amount  of  a  bill  as  per  contract,  for  wedding  party,  four 
hundred  and  eighty-nine  dollars  and  thirty-seven  cents," 
and  interest.  The  cause  was  tried  before  Philo  T.  Ruggles, 
Esq.,  the  referee  named  in  the  agreement,  in  the  fall  of 
1863,  and  early  part  of  1864,  whose  report  is  dated  Feb- 
ruary 18th,  1864,  whereby  he  found  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, that  in  the  fall  of  1859  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of 
Hrs.  Boerum,  furnished,  sold  and  delivered  her  goods,  wares, 


174  NBW  YORK  PBACTIOE  REPORTS. 

White  agt.  Story. 

&c,j  of  the  value  of  four  hundred  and  eighty-nine  dollars 
and  thirty-seven  cents,  for  an  entertainment  given  by  her 
on  the  occasion  of  the  marriage  of  her  daughter ;  that 
they  were  furnished  on  her  personal  order,  and  she  repeat- 
edly promised  to  pay  for  them  out  of  her  separate  estate ; 
that  she  had  such  separate  estate,  and  plaintiff  knew  it ; 
that  her  husband,  Jacob  B.  Boerum,  was  insolvent  at  the 
time,  and  plaintiff  knew  it ;  that  the  articles  were  charged 
by  plaintiff  to  her,  and  that  they  were  in  accordance  with 
her  sphere  in  life.  He  finds  as  matter  of  law,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  against  the  defendant  as 
administrator,  the  amount  claimed  with  interest.  Upoa 
the  report  judgment  was  entered  March  11,  1864,  for  six 
hundred  and  sixty-nine  dollars  and  sixty-five  cents,  from 
which  defendant  has  appealed  to  the  general  term  of  this 
court,  upon  his  exceptions  to  this  report  filed  and  served, 
and  also  upon  his  exceptions  taken  upon  the  trial  and  pre- 
sented in  the  case ;  first,  to  admissions  of  testimony,  and 
second,  to  the  refusal  of  the  referee  to  non-suit  the  plain- 
tiff. 

I.  The  referee  erred  in  allowing  the  plaintiff  to  answer 
the  question,  ^*  In  the  furnishing  of  this  supper  what  acts 
did  Mrs.  Boerum  do  V^  He  was  allowed  to  give  evidence 
against  th^  administrator,  in  respect  to  a  transaction  had 
personally  between  the  deceased  and  the  witness.  The 
question  propounded  has  reference  to  matters  as  to  which 
he  is  asked  to  speak  as  a  witness  of  them,  and  to  what 
took  place  in  a  transaction  between  the  deceased  and  the 
plaintiff  (the  principal),  in  reference  to  her  procuring  the 
goods  to  be  furnished  by  him.  It  is  difficult  to  imagine 
how  the  testimony  offered  can  be  otherwise  than  of  a  per- 
sonal transaction  between  parties  assumed  to  be  present, 
and  negotiating  together  upon  the  subject  of  the  action. 

II.  When  the  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  had 
been  concluded,  the  motion  made  to  dismiss  the  case  or 
grant  a  non-suit,  ought  to  bave^been  granted. 
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1.  Mrs.  Boerum  being  (in  the  fall  of  1859,  when  these 
goods  were  contracted  for)  a  married  woman  residing  with 
her  husband,  had  no  power  to  contract  a  debt  which  would 
charge  her  personally.  {Coon  agt.  Brook,  21  Barb.  546 ; 
Bass  agt.  Bean,  16  How.  93 ;  Arnold  agt.  Ringold,  Id.  158  ; 
Andriot  agt.  LatorencCy  33  Barb.  142.) 

2.  The  orders  of  the  wife  in  the  departments  of  her  hus- 
band's household,  which  she  has  under  her  control,  are  to 
be  implied  in  law  and  presumed  in  fact  as  within  her  agency, 
on  her  husband's  behalf,  and  bind  him.  In  this  case  the 
goods  were  delivered  to  the  husband,  and  he  was  present 
at  the  entertainment.  {Switzer  agt.  Valentine^  4  I>uerf  96; 
S.  C.  10  How.  P.  R.  109  ;  Freestone  agt.  Butcher,  9  Carr. 
It  Payne,  643;  Lane  agt.  Ironmonger,  13  Meeson  fy  Wels. 
368.)  The  husband  is  equally  liable,  although  the  goods 
are  charged  on  the  tradesman's  books  to  the  wife  {Furlong 
agt.  Hyson,  35  Maine,  332).  '  f  .^. 

3.  The  debt  was  not  contracted  for  the  benefit  ^f*Mni/ 
Boernm's  separate  estate,  nor  did  she  create  an^  Qhclrge  .   \ 
upon  it  for  the  payment  of  the  debt.     {Yale  agt.  Deder^,  '^■ 

22  JV.  r.  450 ;  Owen  agt.  Cawley,  36  Barb.  52  :  Ledffh  agt.         .  \\' 
Vroman,  41  Barb.  109.)  *  >' 

4.  A  suit  against  the  estate  of  Mrs.  Boerum  could^c^lj''   _^,^^'' 
be  maintained  as  an  action  in  rem,  brought  to  charge  some 
specific  property,  and  not  in  personam.     {Dickerman  agt. 
Abrahams,  21  Barb.  551 ;   Sexton  agt.  Fleet,  15  How.  P.  R. 

106 ;  see  authorities  cited  in  Howard^ s  Code,  3d  ed.  pp.  146 
and  224.) 

5.  No  such  remedy  could  be  afforded  on  a  demand  at 
law,  referred  out  of  the  surrogate's  court.  Claims  of  an 
equitable  character  are  not  within  the  cognizance  of  that 
court,  nor  can  claims  out  of  that  court  be  recovered  on 
such  a  reference,  when  it  is  made  to  appear  that  they  are 
purely  equitable. 

III.  If  the  court  conclude  there  is  error  in  the  judgment, 
for  any  of  the  reasons  stated  in  the  last  point,  the  judg- 
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ment  should  be  reversed,  and  judgment  ordered  for  the 
defendant  with  costs ;  bat  if  not,  then  the  judgment  should 
be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  abide 
the  event,  for  the  error  suggested  in  the  first  point. 

John  B.  Stevens  and  A.  R.  Dyett,  for  respondent* 

The  evidence  in  this  case,  and  the  referee's  findings,  show 
the  following  facts,  which  are  undisputed  :  That  the  claim- 
ant, who  is  a  baker  and  confectioner,  furnished  to  Mrs.  Ma- 
ria J.  Boerum,  goods,  consisting  mostly  of  the  necessaries 
of  lijFe,  to  the  amount  claimed,  upon  her  personal  order ; 
that  at  the  time  the  goods  were  furnished,  the  claimant 
knew  she  was  a  married  woman,  that  she  had  a  separate 
estate,  and  that  her  husband  was  insolvent,  and  expressly 
disavowed  any  liability  as  to  said  bill ;  that  the  bill  was 
charged  to  Mrs.  Boerum  in  claimant's  books,  and  that  she 
repeatedly  acknowledged  the  debt  as  her  individual  debt, 
and  at  many  times  promised  to  pay  the  bill  out  of  her  sep- 
arate estate  ;  that  the  consideration  of  the  contract,  viz : 
mostly  necessaries  of  life,  went  to  her  and  her  children's 
benefit  in  the  partaking  of  the  satne,  and  in  the  entertain- 
ment of  her  friends ;  that  the  goods  furnished,  as  to  quan- 
tity, quality  and  amount,  were  in  accordance  with  her 
sphere  in  life.  The  testimony  furnishes  abundance  of 
affirmative  acts  of  Mrs.  Boerum,  to  evince  her  intent  to 
charge  her  separate  estate  with  the  debt.  The  claimant's 
understanding  of  the  contract,  and  his  intent  to  so  charge 
her  estate,  cannot  be  disputed. 

I.  The  goods  furnished  being  in  accordance  with  her 
sphere  in  life,  and  consisting  mostly  of  the  necessaries  of 
life,  such  as  bread,  meats,  &c.,  and  going  directly  to  her 
and  her  children's  benefit,  should  be  a  charge  upon  her 
separate  estate,  even  if  there  was  no  avowed  intent  so  to 
charge  her  separate  estate.  If  the  rent  of  a  house  occu- 
pied by  her  and  her  family  would  be  a  charge  upon  her 
separate  estate  {Taylor  agt.  Glenny,  22  How.  Pr.  240),  then 
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these  necessaries  of  life  furnished  to  her  on  her  own  order, 
to  her  and  her  family,  are  a  charge  upon  her  separate 
estate.  The  charge  grows  out  of  the  beneficial  nature  of 
the  contract  to  her  individually. 

Judge  Leonard,  in  Taylor  agt.  Glenny  (22  How.  240), 
holds  :  "  That  where  a  married  woman  had  a  lease  of  pre- 
mises, the  rent  to  be  paid  was  beneficial  to  herself,  and 
although  she  might  not  be  held  liable  on  the  covenants  of 
the  lease,  yet  she  and  her  family  occupied  the  premises, 
and  that  her  separate  estate  was  liable ;"  not  on  the  ground 
that  she  charged  her  separate  estate  by  agreement,  but 
"  that  it  grows  out  of  the  beneficial  nature  of  the  contract 
to  her  individually,"  and  says  :  "  the  consideration  of  the 
contract  was  for  her  own  direct  benefit,"  and  quotes  Yale 
agt.  Dederer  (22  JV.  F.),  as  authority  for  such  construction. 
If  this  is  true  as  to  rent  due,  do  not  bread,  butter,  meats, 
Ac,  furnished  Mrs.  Boerum  for  her  and  her  family,  charged 
to  her  at  the  time,  promised  repeatedly  to  be  paid  by  her 
out  of  her  separate  estate,  admitted  to  have  been  incurred 
by  her,  go  to  her  own  direct  benefit  ? 

II.  It  has  always  been  held,  that  where  a  debt  has  been 
contracted  by  a  feme  covert^  that  this  will  be  prima  facie 
evidence  of  an  appointment  or  appropriation  of  her  sepa- 
rate estate  to  the  payment  of  the  debt  {Vanderheyden  agt. 
Mallary,  1  Comst  458). 

(a)  All  the  early  and  recent  cases  both  in  this  country 
and  England,  establish  the  doctrine  that  where  9,  feme  covert 
holds  separate  property  and  obtains  credit,  that  the  pro- 
perty is  held  liable  without  any  special  appointment,  (1 
Ctmst  458,  CA.]  7  Paige,  1 ',  1  Id.  112;  22  Wend.  526, 
and  other  cases  referred  to  in  1  Comst.) 

Ch.  J.  Jewett,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  of 
appeals  in  above  cited  case,  says :  "  That  as  a  consequence 
of  the  principle  established,  that  a  married  woman  may 
take  and  enjoy  property  to  her  separate  use,  the  right  of 
disposition  and  appointment  is  an  incident  belonging  to 
Vo^.  XXVIII.  12 
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such  interest  and  power.  She  may  pledge  or  incumber  her 
estate  when  she  shows  an  intention  to  do  so.'' 

III.  The  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman  would  be 
held  liable  for  her  debt,  where  in  the  contracting  of  the 
debt  there  was  an  intention  to  charge  her  estate,  or  where 
the  consideration  of  the  contract  goes  to  her  individual 
benefit. 

(a)  The  intent  to  charge  the  separate  estate  may  be  ex- 
pressed in  the  contract,  or  inferred  from  the  direct  benefit 
to  the  estate  (22  Haw,  12).  And  in  same  case  the  court 
also  held  "  that  services  rendered  the  wife  for  the  benefit 
of  her  estate,  though  profitless,  would  be  a  charge  upon 
her  estate." 

(6)  In  Yale  agt.  Dederer  (22  JV.  Y.  450),  the  estate  of  the 
married  woman  was  exempted,  because  in  the  contract 
there  was  no  expressed  intention  to  charge  the  separate 
estate,  neither  did  the  consideration  go  to  her  individual 
benefit,  or  to  the  benefit  of  her  estate.  In  a  similar  case 
to  Yale  agt.  Dederer,  upon  a  wife's  note  {Francis  agt.  Ross, 
17  How.  P7\  561),  the  note  was  recovered  out  of  her  sepa- 
rate estate,  because  it  was  given  with  the  intent  to  charge  it. 

(c)  Judge  Hilton,  in  Francis  4r -Becfce  agt.  Ross  (17  How. 
554),  holds :  **  That  the  rule  in  equity  still  exists  which 
recognizes  a  married  woman's  debt  and  charges  it  upon  her 
separate  estate,  not  upon  the  ground  that  the  contracting 
of  it  is  of  itself  an  appointment  or  charge,  but  because 
when  it  is  contracted  on  the  credit  of  the  separate  estate, 
or  for  its  benefit,  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  woman,  it  is  just 
that  the  estate  should  answer  it."  And  his  construction 
of  Yale  agt.  Dederer,  is  the  same  as  Judge  Leonaku's,  viz. : 
That  there  was  no  evidence  of  intent  to  charge  the  sepa- 
rate estate,  or  that  she  received  any  benefit.  And  he  found 
against  the  defendant  on  the  ground  that  there  was  some 
benefit  received  by  Mrs.  Ross.  The  same  rule  of  law  and 
construction  of  Yale  agt.  Dederer,  was  held  at  general  term, 
first  district,  in  Ledeliey  agt.  Powers  (39  Barb.  555). 
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(d)  Id  this  case  the  intestate  promised  to  pay  the  deb^ 
out  of  her  separate  estate,  and  the  referee  has  found  as  a 
fact  that  she  so  promised.  ''  There  can  be  no  more  conclu- 
sive evidence  of  an  intent  to  charge  "  that  estate. 

IV.  The  referee's  findings  of  fact  are  such  as  to  bring 
this  case  wholly  within  the  cases  cited,  and  as  the  '^  appel- 
late court  cannot  interfere  with  referees'  findings  of  fact, 
unless  clearly  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  or  in  direct 
violation  of  some  rule  of  law,"  {Roberts  agt.  Cohen,  28 
Barb,  465 ;  Davis  agt.  Allen,  3  Comst  168 ;  Murphy  agt. 
Bruce,  23  Barb.  565 ;)  the  plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled  to 
judgment. 

Y.  There  is  nothing  in  any  of  the  defendant's  exceptions 
at  folios  31,  32  and  33.  The  answers  to  the  questions 
form  the  true  test  whether  improper  evidence  was  admit- 
ted under  exception.  Judged  by  this  test  no  error  was 
committed. 

YI.  As  to  the  third  and  fourth  objections  by  the  defend- 
ant to  plaintiff's  recovery,  we  have  only  to  say  that  if  it 
were  true  that  during  the  life  of  Mrs.  Boerum,  an  action 
like  a  bill  in  equity  might  have  been  necessary  (which  we 
by  no  means  concede,  since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  March 
20,  1860,  and  April,  1862.  Laws  of  1860,  chapter  90,  sec- 
tion 7,  and  laws  of  1862,  chapter  172,  section  7),  after  her 
death  no  such  necessity  exists.  In  every  case  all  the  debts 
of  an  intestate  are  liens  upon  his  or  her  goods,  chattels  and 
credits,  and  the  surrogate  in  all  cases  enforces  these  liens 
by  the  application  of  the  property  to  the  payment  of  the 
debts,  and  this  without  distinction  between  legal  and  equit- 
able demands. 

Barnard,  J.  This  appeal  presents  two  questions :  First. 
Is  the  claim  made  against  the  administrator  one  which 
could  be  referred  under  title  3,  part  2,  chapter  6,  section 
34,  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  The  statute  is  very  compre- 
hensive, it  authorizes  the  reference  to  be  made  of  any  dis- 
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puted  claim  against  the  estate  of  any  deceased  person.  It 
does  not  exclude  equitable  claims — it  does  not  limit  the 
reference  to  legal  claims.  The  supreme  court,  at  general 
term  in  the  second  district,  have  decided  in  an  important 
case  {^ckerman  agt.  Cmgdan,  executor ,  8fc.,  of  Ackerman^ 
deceased)  that  the  power  to  refer  under  the  statute,  covers 
both  legal  and  equitable  claims  against  a  deceased  person. 

Second.  Is  the  evidence  sufficient  to  sustain  the  judg- 
ment ?  It  is  needless  to  go  into  a  full  examination  of  the 
American  and  English  cases,  on  the  subject  of  charging 
the  separate  estates  of  married  women.  They  are  very 
conflicting  as  to  the  principles  stated,  and  in  the  reasoning 
by  which  they  are  supported.  The  court  of  appeals  have 
in  a  late  case  established  that  in  order  to  charge  the  sepa^ 
rate  estate  of  a  married  woman,  there  must  have  been  an 
intention  to  charge  the  separate  estate  stated  in  the  contract 
itself,  or  the  consideration  must  be  one  going  to  the  direct 
benefit  of  the  estate  {Yale  agt.  Dederer,  22  JV.  F.  R.  450.) 

The  case  shows  no  evidence  that  the  deceased  contracted 
this  debt  with  the  intention  to  charge  her  separate  estate, 
stated  in  the  contract.  The  vital  fact  necessary  to  charge 
her  separate  estate  is  wanting.  Her  subsequent  promise 
to  pay  the  debt  out  of  her  separate  estate,  does  not  supply 
the  defect  of  proof  in  the  original  contract.  From  the 
evidence  given  she  was  never  liable  at  alL  She  must  have 
done  enough  to  charge  her  separate  estate  at  the  time  of 
the  contraction  of  the  debt  and  in  the  contract,  or  there 
is  no  action  against  her  unless  the  consideration  went  to 
the  benefit  of  the  estate  directly.  Does  it  ?  Did  the  fur- 
nishing  of  this  supper  tend  in  that  direction  ?  It  is  claimed 
that  because  it  went  directly  to  her  and  her  children's 
benefit,  it  should  be  charged  on  her  estate.  The  rule 
requires  a  direct  benefit  to  the  estate  itself. 

I  think  that  the  evidence  is  insufficient  to  charge  the 
defendant's  estate,  and  the  judgment  should  be  reversed 
and  a  new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  event. 
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Concur,  W.  H.  L. 

Sutherland,  J.  I  cannot  concur.  In  my  opinion  the 
evidence  and  the  facts  found  by  the  referee  would  have 
abundantly  sustained  an  action  in  the  life  time  of  Mrs. 
Boerum,  to  charge  her  separate  estate  with  the  payment 
of  the  debt,  and  considering  the  judgment  in  this  case  to 
be  payable  or  collectable  only  out  of  such  portion  of  the 
separate  estate  of  Mrs.  Boerum  as  may  be  in  the  hands  of 
the  defendant  or  her  administrator,  I  think  the  judgment 
is  right  and  should  be  affirmed.  The  rule  or  principle  as 
to  the  liability  of  the  separate  estates  of  married  women, 
stated  in  the  within  opinion,  is  in  my  opinion  much  too 
limited. 


NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Thomas  Sutler,  respondent,  agt.  George  W.  Niles,  appel- 
lant. 

A  motion  may  be  made  at  speoial  term  to  modifif  a  Jtidgment)  after  flnal  judgment 

baa  been  <entcTed. 
The  order  modifying  sneb  a  judgment  is  net  B.ppealdble  to  tbe  general  term. 

Heard  General  Term,  December,  1864.  Decided  December 
81,  1864. 

Before  Moiycrief,  Garvin  and  McCunn,  Jicsties. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  by  Chief  Justice 
Robertson.  The  facts  will  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

A.  R.  Dyett,  for  appella»iL 
D.  M.  Porter,  for  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Moncrief,  J.  On  the  9th  of  November, 
1863,  after  a  trial  of  the  issues  in  this  action,  a  direction  and 
adjudication  was  made  by  a  justice  of  this  court  sitting 
at  a  special  term  without  a  jury,  which,  among  other  things. 
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allowed  the  plaintiff  ^vc  day^  after  notice  thereof  to  sign 
and  file  a  certain  stipulation,  and  '*  in  case  the  said  plain- 
tiff shall  decline  or  refuse  to  sign  and  file  such  stipulation," 
it  was  adjudged  that  the  complaint  be  dismissed,  &c.  It 
seems  a  judgment  record  in  the  action  was  filed  the  same 
day.  This  was  irregular ;  there  was  not  on  the  9th  No- 
vember, 1863,  a  final  determination  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties  to  the  action,  from  which  on  that  day  an  appeal 
could  have  been  taken  to  the  general  term.  The  adjudi- 
cation was  not  final  until  the  expiration  of  five  days  after 
it  was  announced.  In  analogy  to  the  old  common  law  prac- 
tice, the  direction  was  a  judgment  nisi^  and  to  the  equity 
practice  which  would  call  the  adjudication  a  decretal  order^ 
not  a  final  decree. 

After  the  expiration  of  the  time  given  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  non-compliance  with  the  direction,  I  am  of  opinion  no 
further  action  on  the  part  of  the  court,  or  of  any  judge 
thereof,  was  necessary.  The  defendant  became  entitled 
by  the  very  terms  of  the  order  to  judgment  of  dismissal. 
The  justice  who  tried  the  issues,  either  had  made  such  a 
direction  on  the  9th  of  November^  1863,  as  finally  to  pass 
upon  them,  or  he  had  not.  If  the  former,  there  remained 
nothing  for  such  justice  to  do ;  if  the  latter,  then  the  pro- 
ceedings had  before  him  were  a  mis-trial,  and  neither  he  or 
any  other  justice  could  supply  the  defect,  there  would 
necessarily  be  a  new  trial.  The  application  to  set  aside  or 
open  the  judgment  upon  the  allegation  that  two  judgments 
had  been  given,  as  a  ground  of  irregularity,  must  have  been 
denied,  because  the  justice  before  whom  the  motion  was 
made,  and  under  which  the  order  of  5th  August,  1 864,  was 
entered,  treated  the  application  as  if  a  stay  of  proceedings 
had  been  ordered,  and  finding  proper  occasion  therefor, 
**  permitted  judgment  to  be  entered."  There  was  no  adju- 
dication of  the  issues  or  the  action  by  the  learned  justice 
who  disposed  of  the  i^otion  under  the  order  of  August  5th, 
1864. 
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Whether  or  not  upon  the  merits  some  relief  might  and 
should  have  been  given,  depends  upon  the  inquiry,  first, 
whether  the  court  bad  the  power ;  and,  second,  if  it  had, 
whether  the  case  as  presented  by  the  plaintiff  warranted 
its  exercise,  and  what  was  done  was  fairly  within  its  limits. 
The  court  of  appeals  in  The  New  York  Ice  Company  agt. 
The  Jforthwestem  Insurance  Company  (23  JV.  Y.  R.  357), 
said :  '*  It  is  suggested  in  the  opposing  papers  that  the 
judgment  had  become  perfect  and  final  before  the  motion 
was  made,''  and  did  not  see  the  force  of  the  suggestions. 
The  judgment  was  perfect  as  soon  as  pronounced  and 
entered.  It  would  become  final  when  the  time  for  appeal- 
ing should  expire.  *  •  *  It  thought  the  power  of  the 
court  (below)  to  modify  or  amend  the  judgment  could  not 
he  questioned.  Even  if  the  time  for  appealing  had  expired, 
that  court  was  by  no  means  prepared  to  admit  that  this 
power  would  be  lost.  At  all  events,  so  long  as  the  judg^ 
ment  was  subject  to  an  appeal  it  was  subject  to  such  cor- 
rections and  modifications  as  the  court  which  pronounced 
it  might,  in  its  discretion,  think  proper  to  make.  The  admin- 
istration of  justice  would  be  extremely  imperfect  if  this 
power  did  not  exist.^^ 

If  the  power  did  exist,  it  is  difficult  to  understand 
why  its  exercise  should  be  questioned.  The  court  having 
passed  upon  the  matters  of  fact  presented,  and  adjudicated 
upon  their  sufficiency,  and  it  appearing  that  relief  has  been 
given  to  a  party  whose  fault  or  omission  was  excusable, 
and  intending  to  do  justice  to  both  parties  as  directed  in 
the  adjudication  upon  the  trial,  as  the  time  within  which 
the  plaintiff  could  make  and  file  his  stipulation  had  expired, 
"justice  plainly  required,"  under  the  circumstances  de- 
tailed in  the  papers,  that  he  should  be  put  in  the  same  or 
a  similar  situation  as  at  the  trial,  and  as  it  was  not  done 
within  the  time  limited  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  **  it  was 
just  that  the  omission  should  be  supplied  afterwards." 
Again,  following  the  decision  just  freely  quoted,  we  are  of 
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opinion  that  the  general  term  had  no  right  to  entertain  the 
appeal  at  all  from  the  order  at  special  term.  "  That  order 
in  its  substance  and  natnre  simply  allowed  "  an  opporta- 
nitj  for  the  plaintiff  to  sign  and  file  his  stipulation  which 
he  had  omitted  to  do,  in  furtherance  of  the  justice  of  the 
case.  **  Such  orders  rest  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 
which  makes  them,  and  they  involve  no  substantial  right, 
and  they  are  not  reviewable  upon  appeal.  They  do  not 
belong  to  either  class  of  orders  which,  according  to  the 
Code,  may  be  re-examined  at  the  general  term."  The 
learned  judge  at  the  trial,  could,  with  the  same  justice  and 
propriety  have  given  three  hundred  instead  of  five  days, 
within  which  the  stipulation  should  be  signed  and  filed, 
and  hence  there  was  no  substantial  right  of  the  defendant's 
overlooked,  or  injustice  done  to  him,  when  the  time  actually 
allowed  having  expired,  and  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
«u£Scient  excuse  was  given  for  the  omission  to  comply 
within  such  time,  a  further  day  was  allowed  within  which 
justice  should  be  extended  to  the  parties  in  the  action. 
The  order  must  be  affirmed. 


SUPREME  OOUET. 
Sarah  Place  agt.  The  Butternuts  Woolen  and  Cottoh 

MAlfUFACTURING   CoMPANY. 

A  term  /$$  of  $10  le  given  by  the  Cod«  (§  807)  for  •Tefi7  tonn  when  the  eaaM  !• 
neoessarily  on  the  calendar  and  Ib  not  tried;  but  token  tried  no  term  fee  i# 
allowed,  but  a  trial  fee  instead  thereof. 

When  the  merite  of  a  oatue  are  brought  np,  and  the  eaiue  is  plaoed  on  the  ealen- 
dar  of  the  oonrt,  and  the  issaeB,  whether  of  law  or  of  £Mt,  and  whether  arising  om 
the  pleadings  or  oat  of  subsequent  proceedings,  are  presented  to  the  oourt,  and 
by  the  oourt  judicially  examined^  there  is  a  trial  within  the  meaning  of  ike 
Oode  (§  252). 

Otsego  Special  Term^  ^prU,  1864. 

Motion  bj  defendants  to  strike  out  costs.     The  clerk  of 
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Otsego  countj  allowed  on  the  adjustment  of  costs  ten  dol- 
lars term  fee  for  the  term  at  which  the  cause  was  argued 
in  the  supreme  court,  general  term.  Also.ten  dollars  term 
fees  for  term  at  which  the  cause  was  argued  in  the  court 
of  appeals,  and  included  the  same  in  the  judgment  in  favor 
of  plaintiff. 

J.  E.  Dewey,  for  the  plaint^. 
Benj.  Estes,  for  the  defendants. 

Campbell,  J.  This  cause  having  been  appealed  from 
the  county  court  to  the  supreme  court,  and  from  the  supreme 
court  to  the  court  of  appeals,  a  question  arose  before  the 
clerk  on  the  taxation  of  the  costs  as  to  the  term  fees.  The 
clerk  taxed  a  term  fee  of  ten  dollars  for  the  term  of  the 
supreme  court  at  which  the  cause  was  heard  or  tried,  and 
the  same  fee  for  the  term  of  the  court  of  appeals  at  which 
the  cause  was  heard  or  tried  in  that  court.  Were  these 
fees  taxable  under  subdivision  7,  of  section  307  of  the 
Code  ?  The  subdivision  is  in  these  words :  "  To  either 
party,  for  every  circuit  or  term  not  exceeding  five  circuits, 
and  five  special  and  five  general  terms  at  which  the  cause 
is  necessarily  on  the  calendar  and  is  not  tried,  or  is  post- 
poned by  order  of  the  court,  ten  dollars."  When,  then, 
may  a  cause  be  said  to  be  tried  7  A  trial  is  said  to  be 
the  examination  of  a  cause  civil  or  criminal,  before  a  judge 
who  has  jurisdiction  of  it,  according  to  the  laws  of  the 
land."  (1  Just.  124;  JacoVs  Law  Die.  title  "  Trial.'')  The 
definition  by  Webster  is,  **  in  law  the  examination  of  a 
cause  in  controversy  between  parties,  before  a  proper  tri- 
bunal." By  the  Code,  section  252,  "  a  trial  is  the  judicial 
examination  of  the  issues  between  the  parties,  whether 
they  be  issues  of  law  or  of  fact."  It  is  a  judicial  exami- 
nation of  the  issues  between  the  parties.  It  is  claimed 
that  the  issues  between  the  parties  are  only  such  issues  as 
are  specified  in  sections  248,  249,  250 ;  in  other  words, 
such  issues  as  arise  directly  upon  the  pleadings.     I  think 
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that  construction  too  narrow.  In  Mechanics*  Banking  JU- 
sodation  agt.  Kiersted  (4  Duerj  at  p^  641),  Justice  Bos- 
worth,  speaking  for  all  the  justices  of  that  court,  said  of 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial  at  special  term :  '^  Such  a  motion 
is  an  actual  hearing  and  examination  of  a  cause  upon  the 
merits,  upon  the  issues  joined  in  it.  It  is  substantially  a 
trial,  as  that  proceeding  is  defined  by  the  Code  "  (^  252). 
It  was  held  that  in  such  cases,  when  there  was  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial  on  a  case  at  special  term,  on  the  ground 
that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence,  that  the  party  was 
entitled  to  a  trial  fee.  Sections  248,  249,  250,  declare  how 
issues  may  arise  on  the  pleadings,  and  what  they  are,  but 
do  not  state  that  they  are  the  only  issues  which  may  arise 
in  a  cause.  Whenever  there  is  a  ruling  by  the  judge  on 
the  admission  or  rejection  of  evidence,  which  is  excepted 
to,  then  a  question  of  law  arises,  and  as  to  that  the  parties 
may  be  said  to  be  at  issue.  So  new  questions  of  fact  may 
arise  in  the  progress  of  a  cause,  and  which  do  not  appear 
in  the  pleadings,  and  upon  which  the  parties  are  at  issue. 
Then  issues  of  law  and  of  fact  which  arise  in  the  progress 
of  a  cause  to  its  final  determination,  as  well  as  the  issues 
which  arise  on  the  pleadings,  undergo  a  judicial  examina- 
tion. When  the  merits  of  the  cause  is  brought  up,  and 
the  cause  is  placed  on  the  calendar  of  the  court,  and  the 
issues  whether  of  law  or  of  fact,  and  whether  arising  on 
the  pleadings  or  out  of  subsequent  proceedings,  are  pre- 
sented to  the  court,  and  by  the  court  judicially  examined, 
then  there  is  a  trial.  The  cause  is  argued  by  counsel,  and 
a  fee  for  such  argument  is  allowed.  But  the  cause  is  also 
tried  by  the  court.  There  is  by  the  court  a  judicial  exam- 
ination of  the  issues  between  the  parties,  and  hence  a  trial. 
A  term  fee  of  ten  dollars  is  given  for  every  term  when  the 
cause  is  necessarily  on  the  calendar  and  not  tried,  but 
when  tried  then  there  is  no  term  fee,  but  trial  fee  in  place 
thereof.  This  it  seems  to  me  must  have  been  the  intention 
of  the  legislature,  and  such  is  the  fair  construction  of  the 
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sections  of  the  Code.  If  these  views  are  correct,  then  the 
two  term  fees,  that  for  the  term  at  which  the  cause  was 
tried  at  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court  and  at 
court  of  appeals,  should  be  struck  from  plaintiff's  bill  of 
costs. 

There  will  be  no  costs  on  this  motion,  as  the  question  ia 
new. 

Note. — From  this  deoision  of  Jiutioe  Cavpbkll,  an  appeal  was  brought  bj  , 
plaintiff's  attorney  to  the  general  term  of  the  sixth  district,  when  the  order  was 
aillrmed  with  ten  dollars  costs,  at  the  November  term,  1864* 


SUPREME  CO0RT. 

The  New  Tokk  and  New  Haven  Railroad  Company  agt. 
Robert  Schuyler,  John  A.  Underwood,  and  others. 

a  jud%^  related  by  affinity  to  one  of  the  defendants  in  an  action,  within  the 
degrees  of  affinity  vsHeh  would  exclude  him  ae  a  juror,  cannot  grant  an  iignnc- 
tion  therein. 

Bach  affinity  exists  where  sneh  judge  and  defendant  have  married  coueins  who  are 
still  liring,  and  the  parties  are  nnited  by  a  subsisting  marriage. 

An  injunction  granted  in  an  eqaity  cause  by  a  judge  disqualified  by  reason  of 
affinity  to  on^  of  the  defendants  to  sit  in  the  cause,  will  be  dissolved  on  the 
application  of  any  of  the  defendants  as  to  the  defendant  applying,  though  the 
interests  and  claims  of  the  defendants  are  separate  and  distinct,  but  embraoed 
in  one  action. 

JVew7  York  Special  Term^  October ,  1855. 

Motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction.  The  New  York  and 
New  Haven  railroad  company  brought  this  action  against 
Robert  Schuyler  and  numerous  defendants,  who  were 
alleged  to  be  holders  of  over-issued  stock  of  the  company 
fraudulently  issued  by  Schuyler.  The  object  of  the  action 
was  to  procure  a  determination  in  a  single  action  of  the 
character  of  the  stock  held  by  the  different  defendants  and 
alleged  to  be  spurious,  and  their  several  claims  against  the 
company  growing  out  of  the  alleged  fraudulent  transfers 
and  certificates,  and  the  acts  of  the  officers  and  agents  of 
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Ifew  York  aad  New  Harcfn  Bailroad  Go.  agt.  Sohayler. 

the  company  connected  therewith,  and  to  have  snch  trans- 
fers and  certificates  declared  void  and  cancelled,  and  in  the 
meantime  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of  separate  suits  by 
the  defendants  against  the  company.  The  cause  is  reported 
upon  demurrer  in  the  court  of  appeals,  in  17  JV.  F.  R.>,  603. 

At  the  commencement  of  the  action  an  ex  parte  injunc- 
tion was  granted  in  pursuance  of  the  prayer  of  the  bill, 
restrainii^  the  defendants  from  prosecuting  such  suits  to 
oompei  the  transfer  of  stock  to  them,  or  to  assert  their  title 
to  stock,  or  their  claims  against  the  company  growing  out 
of  such  alleged  fraudulent  transactions. 

Messrs.  John  A.  Underwood  &  Son,  and  J.  Warren  Rog- 
ers, defendants,  moved  upon  the  complaint  and  injunction 
order,  and  upon  affidavits,  to  dissolve  the  injunction  as  to 
them,  stating  that  they  were  bona  fide  purchasers  of  the 
stock  held  by  them  and  alleged  to  be  spurious,  and  also 
that  the  judge  by  whom  the  injunction  order  was  granted 
was  related  by  affinity  to  one  of  the  other  defendants;  the 
wives  of  such  judge  and  defendant  being  first  cousins. 

William  Bliss,  for  the  defendants  movingy 

argued  that  the  motion  should  be  granted ;  first,  on  the 
ground  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  complaint  and  the  bona 
fide  character  of  these  defendants,  and,  secondly,  on  the 
ground  of  the  incompetency  of  the  judge  by  reason  of 
affinity  to  make  the  order.  The  points  taken  and  authori- 
ties cited  by  him  will  sufficiently  appear  by  the  following 
points  made  by  him  upon  theappecd  from  the  order  dissol- 
ving the  injunction. 

I.  The  dissolution  of  the  injunction  is  proper  on  the 
complaint  itself,  which  is  insufficient.  These  defendants 
also  claim  to  be  bona  fide  purchasers. 

II.  The  injunction  should  be  dissolved  on  account  of  the 
incompetency  of  the  judge  by  whom  the  order  was  made 
to  make  the  order,  on  account  of  his  affinitv  to  one  of  the 
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New  York  and  New  Haren  Ballroad  Co.  ^gt.  Behvyler. 

defendants.  (2  R.  S.  215,  §§  2  and  3 ;  3  BL  Com.  363 ; 
Co*  Lit,  157,  and  note]  Mownson  agt.  West,  1  Leon.  88  ;  Cain 
agf,  Ingham,  7  Cow.  478,  and  no/e;  Paddock  agt.  TTe/Zf,  2 
JRiri.  Ch.  R.  831  ;  -Bctfowir  agt.  Pearson,  19  J.  1«.  172  j  Oo*- 
/ey  agt.  ^spinwall,  3  Comst.  550.) 

1.  In  the  laws  for  the  administration  of  justice  two 
objects  are  sought,  that  justice  should  be  done,  and  that 
it  should  be  believed  to  be  done  ;  that  it  should  be  pure, 
and  that  it  should  be  unsuspected. 

2.  The  law,  therefore,  requires  that  judges  and  jurors 
should  be  free  from  any  presumed  personal  bias,  arising 
from  blood  or  marriage,  that  they  may  be  alike  above 
exception  and  above  suspicion. 

3.  "  No  judge  in  any  court  can  sit  as  such  in  any  catise 
in  which  he  would  be  excluded  from  beiug  a  juror  by  rea- 
son of  consanguinity  or  aflSnity  to  either  of  the  parties  " 
(2  R.  S.  275,  §  2).  Any  person  within  the  ninth  degree  of 
affinity  or  consanguinity  to  either  of  the  parties,  is  incom- 
petent to  sit  as  a  juror  in  the  cause.  (3  BL  Com.  363 ;  2 
Barb.  Ch.  R.  331.) 

4.  The  husband  and  wife  are  one  in  law,  and  relation  by 
affinity  exists  between  the  husband  and  one  who  is  con- 
nected by  marriage  with  a  blood  relative  of  the  wife,  and 
in  the  same  degree  in  which  the  wives  are  related  by  con- 
sanguinity. {Markham  agt.  Lee,  cited  1  Leon.  89  ;  Cases  in 
the  Year  Books,  21  Ed.  4,  2  ;  and  15  -ff.  7,  9,  cited  in  the  same 
case  ;  Cain  agt.  Ingham,  7  Cow.  478,  and  note  ;  Carman  agt. 
J^ewell,  1  Denio  R.  25 ;  Paddock  agt.  Wells,  2  Barb.  Ch.  R. 
331.)  In  Markham  agt.  Lee,  that  the  sheriiT  and  plaintiff 
had  married  sisters ;  in  21  E.,  4,  2,  that  the  sheriff  had 
married  the  cousin  of  the  plaintiff,  was  held  good  ground 
of  principal  challenge.  In  15  H.,  7,  9,  the  challenge  was 
that  the  defendant  and  the  sheriff's  daughter  had  married 
brother  and  sister.  In  Cain  agt.  Ingham,  the  juror^s  father 
had  married  the  widow  of  the  defendant's  brother.  The 
court  assumed  that  the  objection  would  have  been  a  good 
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one  if  the  father  had  been  living,  but  as  be  was  dead,  held 
that  there  was  no  subsisting  affinity.  In  Carman  agt.  JSTew- 
ell,  the  plaintiff's  brother  had  married  the  widow  of  the 
justice's  brother.  The  court  for  the  like  reason,  that  the 
widow  was  dead,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  she  had  left 
any  issue  of  such  marriage,  held  that  there  was  no  subsist- 
ing affinity  at  the  time  of  the  challenge.  In  Paddock  agt* 
Wells^  the  court  lays  down  the  rule  as  we  have  stated  it. 

III.  The  objection  of  consanguinity  or  affinity  is  not  a 
mere  personal  privilege  which  may  be  waived,  but  it  con- 
cerns decorum,  public  policy  and  the  public  interest,  and 
may  be  made  by  any  party  entitled  to  be  heard  in  the 
action.  {Edwards  agt.  Russellj  21  Wend.  R,  63  ;  see  p.  64  ; 
Oakley  agt.  Aspinwall,  3  Com.  R.  550.)  Any  party  to  a 
suit  may  always  allege  any  principle  of  law  resting  on 
grounds  of  public  policy  and  interest,  and  not  intended 
merely  to  secure  a  personal  privilege,  and  may  take  advan- 
tage of  such  principle.  The  judge  himself  of  his  own 
mere  motion,  without  the  interposition  of  any  party,  may 
and  should  refuse  to  sit,  if  the  fact  of  his  disqualification 
be  known  to  him. 

IV.  This  is  a  joint  action  founded  upon  a  supposed  com- 
mon equity  against  all  the  defendants.  The  injunction  is 
joint,  based  upon  that  supposed  equity^  The  incompetency 
of  the  judge  to  grant  relief  upon  that  alleged  common 
equity  against  all  of  the  defendants,  disqualified  him  to 
make  this  injunction  order,  by  which  he  decided  questions 
common  to  all.  It  is  irregular  and  void,  and  must  be 
set  aside.  He  cannot  sit  in  the  cause  (2  R.  S.  275, 
^  2).  The  criterion  whether  he  can  sit  or  not,  is  whether 
**  he  would  be  excluded  from  being  a  juror  by  reason  of 
consanguinity  or  affinity  to  either  of  the  parties."  The 
case  may  be  compared  to  a  street  assessment  case,  where 
the  objection  is  constantly  allowed. 

Wm,  Curtis  Noyes,  for  plaintiff. 
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The  complaint  is  sufficient.  The  affidavit  of  the  defend- 
ants does  not  contain  the  requisites  to  the  defence  of  being 
bona  fide  purchasers.  The  statute  says  **  sit "  not  act, 
and  means  hear  on  the  merits,  and  does  not  extend  to  such 
preliminary  proceedings  as  the  granting  of  orders.  All 
the  cases  on  the  other  side  are  of  officers  summoning  jurors. 
In  Moers  agt.  White  (6  /.  Ch.  R.  360),  Chancellor  Kent  sat 
where  his  brother  was  a  party.  In  matter  of  Leefe  (2  Barb. 
Ch.  R.  39),  Chancellor  Walworth  sat  where  his  brother  as 
register  of  the  court  of  chancery  was  a  party.  In  Dimes 
agt.  Grand  Junction  Canal  Co.  (3  HoiLse  of  Lords  Cases,  759, 
see  pp.  785,  790,  791),  Chancellor  CoTTENHAMwas  a  stock- 
holder in  the  defendant's  company  and  yet  sat.  His  deci- 
sion was  reversed,  and  the  court  heard  the  appeal  directly 
from  the  vice  chancellor.  It  was  held  that  the  order  of 
the  chancellor  was  not  void,  but  only  voidable.  The  injunc- 
tion cannot  be  disregarded  {Cunningham  agt.  Bulklin,  8 
Caw.  R.  178). 

Mr.  Bliss  in  reply  :  The  defendants  hold  certificates  of 
stock  signed  by  the  transfer  agent  of  the  company,  and  all 
the  usual  evidence  of  title.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the 
affidavit  of  the  defendants  should  contain  all  the  specific 
allegations  of  a  plea  of  bona  fide  purchase  of  land.  It 
repels  all  the  imputations  of  the  complaint.  The  cases  in 
our  court  of  chancery  cited  by  the  plaintiff,  were  cases  in 
which  the  chancellor  sat  ex  necessitate,  under  the  constitu- 
tion, that  court  being  the  only  path  to  the  court  for  the 
correction  of  errors. 

CowLES,  J.,  said,  that  without  considering  the  other 
grounds  of  the  motion,  the  injunction  must  be  dissolved  on 
account  of  the  affinity  of  the  judge  who  granted  the  injunc- 
tion to  one  of  the  defendants  in  the  cause. 

Injunction  dissolved. 

Upon  the  appeal  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  general  term  of 
the  court,  the  order  dissolving  the  injunction  was  affirmed. 
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but  as  the  court  had  decided  at  the  same  general  term  on 
appeal,  that  the  complaint  could  not  be  sustained,  it  became 
unnecessary  to  consider  the  special  ground  on  which  the 
injunction  was  dissolved  on  this  motion  in  the  court  below. 


SUPREME  COUET. 
Mary  M.  Hamilton  agt.  Je&emiah  Van  Rensselaer. 

A  8wety,  who  guarantees  payment  "  of  the  interest "  on  a  bond  for  the  paymenC 
of  money,  not  oontaining  any  agreement  to  pay  interest^  ia  liable  for  intereat 
after  the  bond  becomos  due. 

JVeto  York  General  Term,  J^Tovember,  1864. 

Before  Leonard,  P.J.y  Sutherland  and  Barnard,  Justices. 

By  the  court,  Barnard,  J.  I  think  the  defendant  liable 
to  pay  the  interest  which  has  accrued  upon  the  bond  after 
it  became  by  its  terms  due  ;  he  agreed  by  his  written  prom- 
ise to  pay  **  the  interest  on  the  within  bond."  There  was 
no  interest  upon  it  when  he  covenanted  to  pay.  It  was 
then  the  interest  which  was  to  accrue.  If  the  bond  had 
been  payable  instantly,  there  would  be  no  question  of  de- 
fendant's liability.  Why  limit  the  liability  where  it  had  a 
term  of  credit  contained  in  the  bond?  The  guaranty 
makes  no  such  limitation.  Would  it  not  be  interest  if  the 
bond  was  due  ?  Is  it  not  interest  after  the  bond  becomes 
due?  The  party  has  not  limited  his  liability,  and  the 
court  cannot,  if  he  omits  to  do  it ;  his  interest  cannot  be 
inferred  or  declared  from  the  burden  his  unrestricted  words 
put  upon  him.  I  think  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  judgment 
for  simple  interest  only — the  principal  debtor  cannot  be 
made  to  pay  more,  and  the  surety  is  only  to  make  good  his 
default. 

Leonard  and  Sutherland,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
JoHK  Benjamin  agt.  Robe&t  Murray,  and  another. 

The  4th  ftod  5th  aeetioDs  of  the  Mt  of  eongrMS,  passed  M aroh  S>  IWS,  entitlod 
<<  An  aet  xelatiag  to  habeoi  eorpim,  and  Tegnlating  Judiolal  proeoodinga  in  oer- 
tainoaaM,"  An  wne^mHitiUUmal  amd  void. 

The  Prerident  of  the  United  SUtes  before  the  pasflage  of  thia  aet  had  no  power 
of  irresponsible  arrest  at  bis  will,  and  without  prooess  &t  eolor  of  law.  This  is 
arhUrmry  pmur*  The  President  has  no  arbitrary  power  and  eoagritf  ha$  imm  I# 
give  him.  It  has  no  power  to  deelare  his  order  a  defenoe  to  those  who  ezeonta 
it,  if  not  otherwise  legal. 

This  court  has  jwi$4ieti4m  in  as  astion  for  a  violation  of  the  pUdntiff^s  right 
to  liberty,  nnless  it  is  depriTod  of  it  by  this  aot  of  oongress.  This  Is  solely 
determined  by  the  yalidity  of  the  aot  itself;  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  eonrt  to 
decide  upon  that  qnestion  when  properly  brought  before  it. 

It  is  not  enough  that  this  aet  of  oongress  is  sufficient  eonstitatioBally  to  eonfer 
juriadiotion  upon  the  United  StatM  court.  It  must  also  be  snflleient  to  destroy 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme  eonrt  of  this  state,  before  this  court  is  author- 
ised to  turn  the  plaintilT  orer  to  the  United  States  eonrt  !br  redress.  (Tkt 
deeiHam  qf  Ms  eomrt  ia  Jam9  agt.  Swmrdi  S6  flow.  Pr*  Jl.  iSS^  nU  eoneiurod 

Brooklyn  General  Temtj  January,  1865. 

Before  Lott,  Scruoham  and  Barnard,  Justices. 

On  the  25th  Angnst,  1862,  the  defendant  Murray,  who 
was  then  United  States  marshal  for  the  southern  district 
of  New  York,  directed  his  co-defendant  to  arrest  the  plain- 
tiff, which  was  done  in  the  county  of  Suffolk,  in  this  state, 
where  the  plaintiff  resided,  and  the  plaintiff  was  kept  in 
prison  some  ten  days.  For  damages  for  this  arrest  and 
imprisonment,  the  plaintiff  has  brought  his  action  in  this 
court,  naming  in  his  complaint  Suffolk  county  as  the  place 
of  trial. 

The  defendants  by  petition  made  application  to  this  court, 
averring  therein  that  on  the  10th  day  of  August,  1862,  an 
order  was  made  by  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
conunanding  all  marshals  to  arrest  and  imprison  any  person 
who  discouraged  volunteer  enlistments,  or  who  gave  aid 
and  comfort  to  the  enemy,  or  who  were  g^lty  of  disloyid 
Vol.  XXVni.  13 
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practices.  That  they  were  informed  and  believe  that  the 
plaintiff  did  discourage  volunteer  enlistments,  and  that  fpr 
that  cause,  and  by  virtue  of  said  order  of  the  President, 
they  did  arrest  and  imprison  the  plaintiff,  and  not  other- 
wise ;  and  asking  this  court  to  make  an  order  transfering 
#  this  action  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
southern  district  of  New  York,  according  to  the  provisions 
of  section  5,  of  chapter  81,  of  laws  of  37  th  congress,  passed 
March  3,  1863.  This  application  was  denied  at  special 
term,  and  from  this  order  the  defendants  appeal. 

F.  N.  Bangs,  for  appellants. 
A.  J.  Parker,  far  respondent 

By  the  court,  J.  F.  Barnard,  J.  It  is  not  claimed  but 
that  the  surety  offered  was  and  is  good  and  sufficient,  and 
all  forms  required  by  the  act  of  congress  have  been  com- 
plied with,  so  that  the  sole  question  presented  is  whether 
the  papers  show  '^  a  case  arising  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,"  which  congress  had  the  power  to  confer 
jurisdiction  to  try  originally  in  the  federal  courts,  and  to 
remove  the  same  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  courts. 
No  provision  is  made  in  this  act  of  congress  for  the  removal 
of  the  case  by  the  action  and  order  of  the  state  court. 
The  defendant  is  required  to  do  certain  acts,  and  file  in 
Suffolk  county  certain  papers,  and  the  case  is  by  force  of 
the  act  of  congress  removed,  and  it  is  made  the  duty  of 
the  state  court  "  to  proceed  no  further  in  the  cause  in 
prosecution."  If  then  the  act  is  constitutional  and  valid, 
the  action  in  this  court  is  by  the  act  itself  removed  without 
the  assistance  of  this  court,  and  no  order  is  necessary. 

But  the  order  was  denied  on  the  merits  of  the  applica- 
tion for  the  affirmative  action  of  this  court  in  the  removal 
of  the  cause,  and  if  it  cannot  stand  upon  the  merits,  it 
should  be  I  think  reversed,  although  the  application  need 
not  have  been  made^    By  the  4th  section  of  the  act  of 
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congress  above  referred  to,  it  is  provided  that  an^  order 
of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  or  under  his  autho- 
rity, made  at  any  time  during  the  existence  of  the  present 
rebellion,  shall  be  a  defence  in  all  courts  to  any  action  or 
prosecution,  civil  or  criminal,  pending  or  to  be  commenced, 
for  any  search,  seizure,  arrest  or  imprisonment,  by  virtue 
of  such  order.  By  the  5th  section  of  the  above  act,  the 
suits  pending  or  to  be  brought  for  acts  done  by  order  of 
the  President,  and  when  the  order  is  made  a  defence  therein, 
may  be  removed  to  the  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  the 
United  States  in  which  the  suit  is  pending  in  the  state 
court.  From  these  two  sections  the  argument  is  made  that 
the  federal  courts  have  an  appellate  jurisdiction  in  the  action, 
if  this  law  of  congress  is  pronounced  in  this  court  ine£fect- 
ual  as  a  defence,  and  that  congress  may  grant  original 
jurisdiction  upon  the  federal  courts  whei^ver  they  by  the 
constitution  can  have  appellate  jurisdiction.  There  is 
great  weight  of  authority  in  favor  of  both  these  positions. 
(Osbam  agt.  Vhited  States  Bank,  9  Wheaton,  738 ;  Gelstm 
agt.  Hoyt,  3  Wheaton,  246 ;  Ahlemen  agt.  Booth,  21  H<ao.  U. 
S.  S.  C.  520.) 

The  act  of  congress  of  March,  1863,  did  not  confer  tQ>on 
the  federal  courts  general  jurisdiction  to  try  actions  for 
arrest  by  order  of  the  President.  It  gave  no  power  to  any 
person  to  commence  an  action  in  such  court.  It  provided 
for  removal  from  state  courts  of  actions  then  pending,  and 
even  judgments  of  state  courts,  and  provided  that  the 
cause  should  **  proceed  therein  (in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States)  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  brought 
in  said  court  by  original  process,  the  judgment  in  such  case 
notwithstanding."  This  cannot  be  said  to  confer  original 
jurisdiction  upon  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States.  It 
is  only  a  power  to  receive  by  force  of  law  such  suits  as  shall 
be  commenced  in  state  courts,  without  the  power  to  permit 
a  citizen  to  sue  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  in 
the  first  instance.     The  order  set  up  as  the  defence  in  this 
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case  is  general  and  not  specific ;  it  directs  no  illegal  arrest 
nor  any  arrest  except  of  gniltj  persons,  and  the  act  of 
congress  is  not  intended  to  cover  such  an  arrest.  If  it  be 
deemed  specific,  then  I  cannot  concur  in  the  conclnsiona 
arrived  at  by  the  court  in  Jones  agt.  Seward  (26  How.  Pr. 
Rep.  433).  It  is  there  stated  that  the  court  ''  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  validity  of  the  law  as  a  defence  to  tho 
action.  It  is  sufficient  for  the  state  court  that  the  defence 
involves  the  construction  and  e£fect  of  a  law  of  congress.'' 
This  doctrine  it  seems  to  me  is  entirely  erroneous.  The 
plaintiff  there  like  the  plaintiff  here  has  brought  his  action 
for  a  violation  of  his  right  to  liberty  ;  they  both  come  be- 
fore a  court  of  this  state  which  has  been  established  for 
the  trial  of  such  actions.  The  court  has  still  jurisdiction 
unless  it  is  deprived  of  it  by  this  act  of  congress.  This  is 
solely  determined  by  the  validity  of  the  act  itself.  It  is 
not  enough  that  the  act  is  sufficient  constitutionally  to  con- 
fer jurisdiction  upon  the  United  States  court.  It  must  also 
be  sufficient  to  destroy  the  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state  of  New  York.  If  the  act  is  unconstitu- 
tional it  is  void.  It  gives  no  right  of  arrest.  It  destroys 
no  accountability  for  arrests  made.  It  requires  no  court, 
it  requires  no  person  to  obey  it.  It  shields  no  person  who 
executes  it.  The  President,  before  this  act  had  no  power 
of  irresponsible  arrest  at  his  will,  and  without  process  or 
color  of  law:  This  is  arbitrary  power.  The  President  has 
no  arbitrary  power.  Congress  has  none  to  give  kirn.  It 
has  no  power  to  declare  his  order  a  defence  to  those  who 
execute  it,  if  not  otherwise  legal.  This  surely  requires 
neither  argument  nor  authority.  The  4th  section  is  clearly 
unconstitutional.  It  was  passed  over  six  months  after  the 
plaintiff  was  arrested  by  the  defendants.  The  6th  section 
is  only  constitutional  because  it  requires  a  judicial  con» 
struction  of  the  4  th  section.  If  the  4th  section 'is  uncon- 
stitutional and  void,  the  6th  section  is  void  also.  If  these 
two  sections  are  unconstitutional,  void,  and  of  no  effect, 
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must  I  not  say  so  in  this  case,  rather  than  send  the  plain- 
tiff to  another  tribunal  where  the  learned  jnstices  of  the 
United  States  courts  will  so  declare  it.  The  case  is  here ; 
a  valid  law  will  remove  it,  a  void  law  will  not.  After  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  shall  have  declared 
this  act  of  congress  unconstitutional  and  void,  what  will 
tbis  court  do  with  actions  involving  it,  according  to  the 
principle  of  J(mes  agt  Seward  7  Will  it  never  again  have 
the  jurisdiction  to  try  an  action  for  assault  and  battery  c^nd 
false  imprisonment,  so  lonfg  as  it  remains  unrepealed,  where 
an  officer  claims  protection  under  it? 

I  think  the  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  $10  costs*  * 


SUPREME  COURT 
James  Whit£,  Jiu,  and  James  Gushing  agt  James  Dodds. 

In  an  motion  of  repUvin  for  (he  wrongAil  detention  of  goods  sold  by  the  ^tntiif 
to  the  purchaser  (the  oredit  unexpired),  the  action  proceeds  in  ditt^ffirmancB  qf 
CA<  eantrmet  nnder  whieh  the  goods  were  pnrehased;  and  the  plaintiff  is  bonnd 
to  show  a  justifiable  reason  for  repudiating  the  contract  before  he  oan  reoorer 
in  the  action.  Such  a  reason  is  shown  where  fraadnlent  misrepresentations  of  the 
porchaser's  eolyeney  at  the  time  the  purchase  was  made,  are  clearly  proTed. 

Ko  distiaok  act  of  dutftrmaaee  of  sneh  a  eontraoi  bejend  eluming  the  property, 
has  oTer  been  held  to  be  necessary  as  against  the  wrong- doer.  But  in  ease  any 
money  or  property  has  been  received  nnder  the  contract,  the  law  requires  that 
enoh  money  or  property  must  be  re$tored  before  the  disaffirmanoe  oan  beeomo- 
effeotval.  And  this  restoration  it  is  not  neoessaxy  should  be  made  before  suit 
brought ;  it  may  be  made  at  the  triaL 

It  a  person  obtains  possession  of  goods  by  flrand,  the  act  is  wrongful  and  confers 
BO  title.  No  notice  is  necessary  to  the  ofiender»  and  no  dm»tMd  need  be  made  on 
him. 

As  against  the  general  assignee  of  the  wrong-doer,  who  obtains  possession  of  the 
goods  peaceably,  by  manual  delivery  from  the  wrong-doer,  although  a  d$m0ind 
of  the  property  before  suit  brought  may  be  neoosseTy,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
accompany  or  precede  that  demand  by  a  declaration  of  disaffirmance  of  the  con- 
tract, and  that  such  disaffinnance  is  on  the  ground  of  f^aud  perpetrated  by  the 
assignor  in  making  the  original  purchase. 

There  is  no  legal  abligatUft^  on  the  true  owner  of  the  goods  to  disclose  the  sovroa 
«r  Che  particulars  of  his  tltte.    This  U  as  in  other  cases  devirloped  at  the  trial. 
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Albany  GenercU  Term^  September^  1863. 
Before  Gould,  Hogeboom  and  Miller,  Jt^stices. 
Motion  for  new  trial  on  exceptions,  ordered  to  be  heard 
in  the  first  instance  at  the  general  teim. 

Ira  Shafer.  for  plaintifft. 
Henry  Buvm^  for  defendanU 

Hogeboom,  J«  Being  unable  to  concur  in  the  result  to 
which  my  brother  Miller  has  arrived  in  this  case,  or  in  the 
course  of  reasoning  which  led  to  it,  I  proceed  to  statd 
briefly  my  own  views.  Several  questions  present  them- 
selves for  examination. 

1.  Was  a  disaffirmance  of  the  contract  in  this  case  neces* 
sary  to  entitle  plaintiffs  to  recover  ?  And  if  so,  in  what 
way  must  that  disaffirmance  b&  made  and  shown  ? 

2.  Was  such  disaffirmance  in  fact  made,  and  was  it  justi* 
fied  by  the  facts  of  the  case  ? 

S.  Was  a  demand  of  the  goods^ecessary  before  bringing 
suit,  and  in  what  form  was  it  necessary  to  be  made  ? 
.  .4.  Was  such  demand  in  fact  made  ? 

5.  Were  the  defendant's  objectiops  to  evidence  properly 
overruled  ? 

6.  Was  the  charge  of  the  judge  exceptionable  ? 

The  action  as  appears  from  the  complaint,  is  replevin  for 
goods  wrongfully  detained.  The  answer  is  a  general  denial, 
and  a  denial  of  the  wrongful  detention.  It  is  obvious  from 
the  evidence  that  the  action  was  founded  upon  a  supposed 
right  to  disaffirm  for  fraud,  the  contract  of  sale  of  the  goods 
made  between  the  plaintiffs  and  Charles  Ferguson,  who  was 
afterwards  the  assignor  of  the  goods  to  the  defendant,  under 
a  general  assignment  for  the  payment  of  his  debts.  As 
both  of  the  sales  from  plaintiff  to  Ferguson,  were  upon  a 
credit  of  six  months,  neither  of  which  had  expired  before 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  as  furthermore,  the 
suit  was  brought  tp  recover  the  goods,  instead  of  the  pried 
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of  them,  it  is  plain  that  the  plaintiffs  in  bringing  the  suit 
proceeded  in  disaffirmance  of  the  contract  of  sale,  and  were 
bound  to  show  a  justifiable  reason  for  repudiating  the  con- 
tract before  they  could  recover  in  the  action. 

This  reason  was  found,  as  they  allege,  in  the  false  and 
fraudulent  representations  of  Ferguson  as  to  his  property 
and  pecuniary  responsibility,  which  furnished  the  induce- 
ment to  the  sale  of  the  goods.  The  question  of  fraud  was 
snbmitted  to  the  jury,  and  their  verdict  establishing  the 
existence  of  it  is  not  impugned.  It  appears  to  have  been 
very  satisfactorily  proved.  The  plaintiffs  sold  two  bills  of 
goods  to  Ferguson  in  the  fall  of  1860,  amounting  to  nearly 
$1,000,  upon  his  representation  that  his  stock  of  goods  was 
worth  SQme  sixteen  or  seventeen  thousand  dollars,  and  that 
bis  debts  amounted  to  only  six  or  seven  thousand  thousand 
dollars*  This  was  at  the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  first  bill 
of  goods  in  September,  1860,  On  the  purchase  of  the 
second  bill  on  the  9th  or  10th  of  November,  1860,  he  repre- 
sented that  he  was  worth  as  much  or  more  than  he  was  in 
September,  and  owed  less,  and  that  there  was  no  founda- 
tion for  the  reports  unfavorable  to  his  solvency.  On  the 
strength  of  these  representations,  which  were  well  calcu- 
lated to  inspire  confidence,  the  plaintiffs'  agent  sold  him  the 
goods.  I  see  no  plausible  ground  for  the  objection  to  the 
questions  put  to  him  whether  he  relied  on  these  statements 
of  Ferguson  in  making  sale  of  the  goods.  They  are  the 
ordinary  questions  put  to  witnesses  in  order  to  show  the 
obtaining  of  goods  by  false  pretences. 

On  the  26th  of  November,  1860,  Ferguson  as  an  insolvent 
debtor  made  a  general  assignment  of  his  propei^ty  to  the 
defendant  Dodds,  in  trust  to  pay  his  debts,  and  the  title 
thus  acquired  was  the  only  one  under  which  the  defendant 
claimed  any  right  to  hold  the  goods.  The  inventory 
attached  to  the  assignment  showed  assets  to  the  amount 
of  $17,522.44,  and  liabilities  to  the  amount  of  $28,531.92, 
a  deficit,  therefore,  of  more  than  $10,000  to  pay  debts,  and 
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an  amount  of  indebtedness  exceeding  by  more  than  $20,000 
that  stated  to  the  agent  of  the  plaintiflEs.  It  presented 
therefore  a  very  clear  case  of  fraud,  and  a  consequent  right 
to  di8a£Srm  the  contract. 

I  apprehend  no  particular  form,  nor  iEtny^form  of  words 
is  necessary  to  give  effect  to  the  act  of  disaffirmance.  It 
is  an  act  performed  by  the  disaffirming  party,  and  it  is 
effectually  performed  by  asserting  or  enforcing  title  to  the 
property  previously  agreed  to  be  sold.  If  a  person  obtains 
possession  of  goods  by  fraud,  the  act  is  wrongful  and  con-^ 
fers  no  title.  No  notice  is  necessary  to  the  offender,  and 
no  demand  need  be  made  on  him.  If  a  trespasser  takes 
your  property  he  acquires  no  right  thereby,  and  you  are 
not  required  to  disaffirm  his  possession  otherwise  than  by 
retaking  the  property  by  your  own  act  or  by  process  of  law. 
If  a  person  takes  your  property  by  your  consent,  by  con- 
tract or  by  license,  he  has  a  lawful  possession.  If  obtained 
by  license^  his  possession  may  be  terminated  by  the  simple 
act  of  demand,  which  ends  the  lawfulness  of  his  possession. 
If  obtained  under  the  semblance  of  a  contract  which  is 
void  for  fraud,  then  the  consent  has  been  extorted  or 
obtained  by  deception,  and  it  is  no  consent.  No  distinct 
act  of  disaffirmance  beyond  claiming  the  property  has  been 
ever  held  to  be  necessary.  This  is  as  against  the  original 
wrong^doer  {See  Roth  agt.  Palmer^  27  Barb.  654).  There 
is  another  principle  it  is  true,  which  in  case  any  money  or 
property  has  been  received  under  the  contract,  requires 
that  before  the  disaffirmance  can  become  effectual,  the 
money  or  property  thus  received  must  be  restored,  because 
a  party  'cannot  both  repudiate  a  contract  and  at  the 
same  time  insist  on  retaining  its  fruits  or  benefits.  This 
raises  the  question  whether  the  note  received  from  Fergu- 
son had  to  be  restored  before  bringing  suit,  or  whether  it 
was  sufficient  to  restore  it  at  the  trial,  or  give  a  stipulation 
equivalent  to  such  restoration  at  the  latter  period,  the  note 
being  accidentally  absent,  followed  up  by  the  production 
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and  cancellation  of  the  note,  or  its  delivery  to  the  clerk 
for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant  or  Ferguson,  on  the  argn- 
ment  at  bar,  which  was  done  in  this  case.  I  think  nnder 
the  adjudged  cases  the  latter  course  was  all  snfiScient.  The 
maker  of  the  note  is  effectually  protected,  and  that  is 
enough.  The  only  other  object  of  surrendering  it  before 
suit  brought  would  be  to  make  the  act  of  disaffirmance 
emphatic  and  unquestionable,  and  this  has  been  repeatedly 
held  to  be  well  enough  accomplished  by  its  production  and 
delivery  at  the  trial.  {See  JVtchols  agt.  Pinner^  18  JV*.  Y. 
R.  295,  312 ;  Mchols  agt.  Michael,  23  JV.  Y.  R.  264,  272, 
273;  Fraschieris  agt.  Henriques,  36  Barh.  278;  Roth  agt. 
Palmer,  27  Barb.  654,  and  cases  there  cited]  Stevens  agt. 
Hyde,  32  Barb.  171.) 

As  against  the  original  wrong-doer  then,  no  form  of 
words  declaring  the  act  of  disaffirmance  is  necessary,  nor 
any  act  of  disaffirmance  beyond  the  decisive  one  of  claim- 
ing or  seizing  the  property,  by  the  act  of  the  party  or  the 
process  of  the  law.  Nor,  I  apprehend,  is  anything  more 
necessary  under  this  head  as  against  the  general  assignee 
of  the  wrong-doer.  I  do  not  speak  now  of  the  question 
of  demand  of  the  property,  which  may  be  claimed  to  be 
necessary,  because  the  property  is  in  possession  of  a  person 
acquiring  such  possession  peaceably  by  manual  delivery 
from  the  wrong-doer,  and  apparent  owner.  I  do  not  deem 
it  necessary  to  discuss  this  question,  because  the  evidence 
is  full  that  the  property  was  demanded  of  the  defendant 
before  suit  brought.  The  question  is,  was  it  necessary  as 
against  such  assignee,  having  no  better  title  than  the  orig- 
inal wrong-doer,  to  accompany  or  precede  that  demand  by 
a  declaration  of  disaffirmance  of  the  contract,  and  that 
such  disaffirmance  was  on  the  ground  of  fraud  perpetrated 
by  the  assignor  in  making  the  original  purchase.  I  know 
of  no  such  rule  of  law.  The  assignee  is  not  a  purchaser 
for  a  valuable  consideration.  He  stands  in  the  shoes  of 
his  assignor,  with  no  better  title  than  he,  and  in  no  respect 
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in  any  better  position.  Except  it  may  be  that  his  pes* 
session  being  peacefully  and  innocently  acquired  from  the 
apparent  owner,  may  be  regarded  as  so  far  lawful  that  a 
demand  should  be  made  of  him  to  deliver  it  up  before  he 
be  subjected  to  an  action.  It  may  be  convenient  that  he 
should  be,  as  he  generally  is,  distinctly  apprised  that  the 
ground  of  the  demand  is  the  failure  of  his  assignor  to 
acquire  title  by  reason  of  fraud  in  the  purchase  of  the 
goods.  But  I  am  not  aware  of  any  legal  obligation  resting 
on  the  true  owner  of  the  goods  to  disclose  the  source  or 
the  particulars  of  his  title.  This  is,  as  in  other  cases  de- 
veloped at  the  trial.  The  possessor  of  the  goods  is  sup- 
posed to  know  whether  his  title  is  good  or  not,  and  he  com* 
plies  with  the  demand  of  the  claimant,  or  refuses  it  accord' 
ingly.  The  claimant  of  the  goods  stands  upon  his  title, 
and  enforces  or  relinquishes  his  demand  according  to  his 
convictions  of  the  validity  of  that  title. 

I  am  aware  that  some  dicta  in  the  opinion  of  Justice 
Smith,  in  the  case  of  Bliss  agt.  Cottle  (32  Barb.  322),  tend 
to  support  the  proposition  that  in  addition  to  a  distinct 
demand  of  the  property,  there  must  also  be  an  explicit 
assertion  that  the  claimant's  title  is  founded  upon  the  fact 
of  fraud  perpetrated  in  the  purchase  of  the  goods,  but 
there  was  nothing  in  the  case  requiring  an  adjudication 
upon  that  point,  nor  is  it  warranted,  I  think,  by  anything 
contained  in  the  elaborate  opinion  of  the  same  judge  in 
the  case  of  Stevens  agt.  Hyde  (32  Barb.  171). 

Se  that  as  it  may,  I  think  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  whether  the  ground  of 
plaintiffs'  claim  to  the  property,  to  wit :  on  account  of 
fraud  in  jbfie  purchase  by  Ferguson,  was  not  intelligibly  com- 
municated by  plaintiff's  agent  to  Dodds,  the  defendant. 
The  case  we  must  assume  was  properly  opened  to  the  jury 
at  the  trial,  stating  that  plaintiffs'  claim  rested  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  vitiating  Ferguson's  purchase  of  the 
goods*     Caldwell,  the  plaiutiffs'  agent,  testified  to  the  pur- 
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chase,  and  the  representations  made  by  Ferguson ;  to  his 
demand  of  the  goods  of  the  defendant  in  the  rooms  for* 
merly  occupied  by  Ferguson;  to  Dodds'  refusal  to  give 
them  up,  and  to  their  subsequent  replevy  by  the  sheriff;  and 
that  the  demand  was  made  after  the  assignment.  He  further 
says  :  **  I  think  I  heard  of  Ferguson's  assignment  the  next 
day  after  it  was  made,  and  came  on  within  two  hours  after 
I  heard  of  it  and  called  on  Mr.  Dodds.  /  cLsked  him  how  the 
matter  was  1  He  said  he  could'nt  tell  much  about  it,  and 
handed  me  the  assignments  and  said  that  would  show  me  how 
the  thing  stood  better  than  he  could  tell.  I  looked  at  the 
assignment.  When  I  demanded  goods  of  Dodds  he  claimed 
them  as  assignee  of  Ferguson."  The  plaintiff  having  read 
the  assignment  rested  his  case  on  that,  and  on  the  evidence 
of  Caldwell.  The  defendant  did  not  cross-examine  the 
witness  as  to  the  details  of  the  conversation  with  Dodds^ 
nor  move  for  a  non-suit  on  the  ground  that  plaintiffs  had 
not  claimed  to  Dodds  to  disaffirm  on  the  ground  of/raudf 
but  on  the  ground  that  *'  no  disaffirmance  of  the  sale  was 
proven  to  have  been  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  or  on  their  be- 
half." Dodds  was  not  sworn  as  a  witness  for  the  defence, 
and  the  only  witness  sworn  was  Ferguson,  who  contradicted 
Caldwell  in  some  material  particulars  as  to  the  nature  of 
the  interview  between  them  on  the  purchase  of  the  goods, 
but  said  nothing  as  to  what  transpired  at  the  time  of  the 
demand.  Nothing  was  suggested  as  to  the  absence  of  any 
evidence  showing  the  grounds  of  disaffirmance  of  the  con- 
tract  until  after  the  testimony  was  closed,  and  the  judge' 
had  charged  or  was  about  to  charge  the  jury.  The  fact 
that  this  alleged  omission  in  the  evidence  was  not  alluded 
to  until  it  was  too  late  to  correct  it ;  that  the  ground  of 
claim  of  title  to  the  goods  was  fully  developed  by  the  evi- 
dence  and  could  not  have  been  unknown  to  Dodds ;  thai 
the  plaintiffs  claimed  title  immediately  after  the  assign- 
ment, and  long  before  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  credit, 
which  term  of  credit  is  presumed  to  have  been  known  to 
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the  defendant ;  that  this  claim  was  made  to  Dodds  himself; 
that  CaldweH'asked  Dodds  '*  how  the  matter  was  ?"  which 
in  the  absence  of  any  explanation,  is  probably  a  brief  way 
of  stating  the  substance  of  a  conversation  between  Cald- 
well and  .Dodds  aboat  the  goods,  their  sale,  the  terms  of 
sale,  the  sudden  and  unlocked  for  assignment  importing 
insolvency,  and  the  reason  of  such  assignment ;  the  fact 
that  the  goods  demanded  were  those  "  originally  sold ;'' 
the  presentation  by  Dodds  of  the  assignment,  and  his  decla- 
ration virtually  that  that  was  the  only  explanation  he  could 
make  of  the  transaction ;  the  demand  of  the  goods  not- 
withstanding such  assignment ;  the  refusal  to  deliver ;  the 
absence  of  any  cross-examination,  or  motion  to  non-suit  on 
this  ground ;  the  apparently  studious  omission  to  cJlude  to 
this  point  until  after  the  testimony  was  closed,  lead  my 
mind  to  the  conclusion  that  Dodds  well  understood  the 
ground  of  plaintiffs'  claim  of  title  to  the  goods ;  that  it 
was  equally  well  understood  at  the  trial,  and  that  it  would 
be  giving  effect  to  merely  captious  objections  to  the  evi- 
dence to  award  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground  that  the  foun- 
dation of  plaintiffs'  alleged  title  to  the  property  was  not 
fairly  disclosed  to  the  defendant,  or  that  he  acted  in  any 
degree  in  ignorance  of  the  nature  of  the  plaintiffs'  claim 
when  he  refused  to  deliver  to  them  the  goods  on  their 
demand. 

The  other  points  involved  are  sufficiently  discussed  in 
what  has  been  already  said,  and  on  the  whole  case  I  am 
of  opinion  that  none  of  the  exceptions  are  well  taken ;  that 
a  new  trial  should  be  denied,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  should 
have  judgment  on  the  verdict. 

GouLDf  J.  I  should  affirm  on  the  ground  that  notwith- 
standing the  charge  seemed  to  concede  the  contrary,  a  mere 
dwiand  was  all  that  was  required  wben  it  was  made  of  the 
aassignee  of  the  fraudulent  purchaser. 

MiLLKK,  J.,  dissented. 
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Irvvag  *gt.  Th«  People. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

William  Irving,  plaintiff  in  error  agt.  The  People,  defend- 
ants in  error. 

A  $eni$nes  whieh  it  proper  for  burglary  in  the  ieoond  degree^  for  wUoh  crime  the 
pri/ioner  wu  indicted,  tried  and  conYioted^  will  not  be  reyened  for  the  reason 
that  the  court  who  pronounced  the  sentence  probably  supposed  from  an  Indorse- 
neat  on  the  indictment  that  he  wasconTicted  of  burglary  in  the  flnt  degree. 

J\rew  York  General  Term,  Jfoveniber,  1864. 

Before  Leonard,  P.  J.,  Sutherland  and  Barnard,  Justices. 

By  the  court,  Sutherland,  J.  The  difference  between 
this  case  and  Fellinger's  is,  that  Fellinger  was  sentenced 
to  be  imprisoned  for  life,  a  sentence  authorized  for  no  de- 
gree of  burglary  except  burglary  in  the  first  degree ;  whereas 
Irving  was  sentenced  to  be  imprisoned  for  teif  years,  a  sen- 
tence authorized  for  burglary  in  the  second  degree.  There 
was  a  general  verdict  of  guilty — the  indictment  sufficiently 
and  certainly  charged  burglary  in  the  eecond  degree,  and 
he  was  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  a  term  of  years 
allowed  on  a  conviction  for  burglary  in  the  second  degree. 
I  do  not  see  how  Fellinger's  case  applies. 

It  may  be  that  the  recorder,  misled  by  the  indorsement 
of  the  indictment  in  sentencing  Irving,  thought  that  he  had 
been  convicted  of  burglary  in  the  first  degree,  whereas  he 
had  been  gnly  convicted  of  burglary  in  the  second  degree, 
but  as  his  sentence  was  legal  and  allowable  for  burglary  in 
the  second  degree,  I  see  no  ground  for  reversing  the  judg- 
ment. The  statement  at  the  foot  of  the  record  sent  up, 
.  that  the  prisoner  was  "  tried  and  convicted  by  a  jury  duly 
impaneled  and  sworn,  on  an  indictment  for  burglary  in  the 
first  degree,"  Ac,  cannot  be  true,  if  the  other  part  of  the 
record  is  correct,  for  the  record  shows  that  the  indibtment 
was  not  for  burglary  in  the  first  degree,  but  was  for  bur^ 
glary  in  the  second  degree. 
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Bininger  agt.  Wattlas. 

Th§  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Leonaud,  J.  I  concur  in  affirming  the  judgment.  I 
have  examiped  the  minutes  of  the  court  of  sessions.  The 
record  shows  that  the  jury  rendered  a. general  verdict  of 
"  guilty,"  and  nothing  is  said  in  the  verdict,  or  in  the  judg- 
ment or  sentence  of  the  court,  tending  to  show  that  there 
was  any  verdict,  conviction  or  sentence  for  burglary  in  the 
first  d^ree.  The  verdict  and  sentence  are,  so  far  as  the 
record  shows,  for  burglary  in  the  second  degree,  which  is 
the  ofience  charged  in  the  indictment. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
l^NiNGER  agt.  Wattles,  and  others. 

A  navM  wMoh  ii  med  to  designate  an  article  and  denote  its  qnalitji  li  nefvr  tlie 

sabject  of  a  trade  mark,  as  <<  Old  London  Book  Qin." 
Bnt  where  the  name  of  the  manufacturer  is  appended  to  such  title,  and  a  style  of 

bottle  and  label  whioh  have  a  general  resemblance  of  form,  symbols  and  aeeom- 

paniments  to  those  of  the  plaintiff,  oaloalated  to  deeeire  the  pnblio,  the  plaintiff 

will  be  protected  by  injunction  from  such  yiolation. 

JVeio  York  Special  Term^  January,  1865. 
Motion  by  defendants  fo  dissolve  an  injunction. 

Bbadt,  J.  The  plaintiff  in  this  case  has  no  property  in 
the  title  "  Old  London  Dock  Gin."  These  words  do  not 
denote  the  goods  or  property,  or  particular  place  of  busi- 
ness of  the  plaintiff,  but  only  the  nature,  kind  or  quality 
of  the  article  in  which  he  deals.  The  plaintiff  would  not, 
therefore,  be  entitled  to  any  protection  against  the  defend- 
ant's use  of  that  title  merely.  They  have  gone  further, 
however,  in  their  appropriations,  and  have  used  not  only 
the  name  of  Bininger,  but  have  also  adopted  a  style  of 
bottle  and  label  which  have  a  general  resemblance  of  form, 
symbols  and  accompaniments  to  those  of  the  plaintiff,  uid 
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Bininger  Rgt.  Wattlet . 


are  therefore  calculated  to  mislead  the  public.  It  follows, 
however,  if  there  be  no  title  to  the  designation  adopted 
by  the  plaintiff,  by  which  his  article  of  gin  should  be  . 
known,  that  any  person  of  a  name  similar  to  his  would  be 
also  authorized  to  call  his  gin  Bininger's  old  London  dock 
gin,  and  that  the  plaintiff  would  be  remediless  even  in  that 
case.  The  point  of  departure  from  strict  legal  right  com- 
mences when  the  defendants  employ  a  label  bearing  a  gen- 
eral resemblance  of  form,  color,  words  and  symbols,  calcu- 
lated to  create  the  impression  that  their  gin  was  that  sold 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  in  that  way  to  deceive  the  public.  The 
authorities  to  which  I  have  referred,  and  which  I  here  sub- 
join, sustain  the  propositions  herein  stated.  ( ^o/f.  agt.  ^-* 
Goulard,  18  How.  P.  R.  64 ;  Burgess  agt.  Burgess,  17  i.  4r 
E,  Rep.  257 ;  Amoskeug  Manufacturing  Co.  agt.  Spe4r,  2  ^^  y  ^ 
Sand.  S.  C.  R.  699  ;  Fetridge  agt  Wells,  13  How.  P.  R.  385 ;  tx^aA /(CCC' 
,^^i«^f«on  agt.  Bolton,  3  Do|f.  293;  Perry  agt.  7n4f\Ji,  6  UO.  ^ 
Beavan,  66 ;  Merrimack  Manufacturing  Co.  agt.  Gamer,  4  U.  "^ 
D.  Smith's  R.  387 ;  Croft  agt.  DflJ(y,l  Beavan,  84 ;  Corwin 
agt.  Daly,  7  Bosw.  222.)  I  refrain  from  expressing  any 
opinion  upon  the  mode  in  which  the  defendant  procured 
the  right  to  use  the  word  Bininger,  and  also  from  express- 
ing an  opinion  upon  the  truthfulness  of  the  plaintiff's  desig- 
nation (Old  London  Dock  Gin),  inasmuch  as  the  parties 
should  have  the  opportunity  to  furnish  such  evidence  in 
relation  to  both  of  these  questions  as  they  may  have  the 
power  to  produce.  I  am  satisfied,  nevertheless,  that  the 
application  to  dissolve  the  injunction  should  not  be  granted 
upon  the  ground  that  the  defendants  have,  without  autho- 
rity, imitated  the  label  of  the  plaintiff  in  such  a  way  as  to 
deceive  the  public. 

Motion  denied  with  $10  costs,  to  abide  the  event. 
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Smith  agt.  New  York  GoiuoUdatod  Stage  Go. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Hugh  Smith  and  others  agt.THE  New  Yokk. Consolidated 
Stage  Company,  and  others. 

A  person  will  not  be  appointed  by  the  oonrt  a  recHver  who  by  hif  own  aetc  or  tho 
position  he  occupies,  stands  in  any  improper  relation  to  the  cause. 

Nor  generally  will  a  person  be  appointed  raoeiTer,  if  objeotion  be  made  by  aither 
party,  where  the  ooort  has  no  personal  acquaintanoe  with  him. 

Jfew  York  Special  Term,  January,  1865. 
Application  by  plaintiffs  for  the  settlement  of  an  order 
and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver. 

Cabdozo,  J.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  having  served 
me  with  an  order  quashing  and  vacating  the  writ  of  prohi- 
bition granted  by  the  supreme  court,  requests  me  to  pro- 
ceed to  discharge  my  duty  to  settle  the  order  herein.  I 
shall  say  a  few  words  in  regard  to  the  selection  of  a  re- 
ceiver. 

First.  As  to  the  names  suggested  on  behalf  of  the  defend- 
ants. After  having  decided  that  Mr.  Chester  Lamb  had 
either  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust  or  a  clear  violation 
of  law,  it  is  not  likely  that  I  should  immediately  confer 
another  trust  upon  him.  Nor  is  it  reasonable  to  expect  me 
to  appoint  Mr.  Schell.  He  is  a  lawyer,  and  must  certainly 
be  presumed  to  have  known  that  the  assignment  to  him 
was  either  a  fraud  or  a  violation  of  an  express  statute,  and 
having  assented  to  be  the  assignee  under  such  circumstan- 
ces, it  is  unreasonable  to  ask  the  court  to  make  him  the 
receiver. 

Recorder  Hoffman  is  my  personal  friend.  I  have  the 
highest  respect  and  esteem  for  him,  and  that  respect  and 
esteem  prevent  my  appointing  him.  The  indelicacy  of 
his  appointment  in  this  case  is  so  manifest,  that  I  am  quite 
certain  his  name  has  not  been  suggested  with  his  concur- 
reqcOt     Mr.  Oliver  Charlock  I  know,  from  having  when  at 
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ICeeoh  agt.  Loomis. 

the  Bar  argued  a  case  as  counsel  on  his  behalf.  I  believe 
him  to  be  a  gentleman  of  character  and  capacity,  btit  my 
personal  acquaintance  with  him  is  not  sufficient  to  justify 
me  in  appointing  him  against  the  objection  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. As  to  the  gentlemen  proposed  by  the  plaintiffs,  I 
have  only  to  say  that  I  am  not  aware  that  I  have  any  per- 
sonal acquaintance  with  either  of  them,  and  as  they  are 
not  assented  to  by  the  defendants,  they  <nust  also  be 
rejected. 

It  devolves  upon  me^  therefore,  to  select  a  receiver  my- 
self, and  I  have  concluded  to  tender  the  place  to  John 
Murphy,  Esq.,  the  receiver  of  taxes.  An  additional  reason 
for  selecting  Mr.  Murphy  is,  that  I  am  informed  that  the 
supreme  court,  in  a  similar  suit,  has  also  appointed  him. 


-♦#- 


NEW  YORK  SUPEEIOE  COURT. 
Alexander  Meech  agt.  Kellogg  .H.  Loomis. 

Th«  ToleiM  of  »  defendant  from  arrut  hj  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff's  attoneji 
does  not  per  se,  operate  as  a  discharge  of  the  order  of  atrest.  And  the  defend- 
ant is  thereafter  liable  to  arrest  on ^naZ  process  where  the  judgment  warrants  it. 

H  seems  that  if  the  order,  of  arrest  had  been  vacaUd,  the  defendant  conld  not 
again  be  arrested  apon  final  psocess. 

.     Special  Term,  July,  1862. 

Motion  \/y  defendant  to  set  aside  an  execution  issued 
against  his  person.  ^ 

MoNELL,  J.  After  the  defendant  had  been  arrested  tfnder 
an  order  of  arrest  in  this  action,  and  while  in  the  custody 
of  the  sheriff,  he  transferred  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney  cer- 
tain articles  of  personal  property,  whicTi  it  was  agreed 
should  be  held  "  as  security  for  payment  by  said  defendant 
of  the  amount  claimed  in  said  suit,  and  defendant  to  b^ 
.  released  from  arrest."  Whereupon  the  defendant  was  dis- 
voL.  xxvni.  J4 
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Meeeh  agt.  Loomis. 

charged  from  custody.  It  is  averred  in  the  moving  affi- 
davits that  by  reason  of  such  consent  the  order  of  arrest 
became  vacated  before  the  entry  of  judgment.  No  vaca- 
tur of  the  order  by  a  judge  of  this  court  appears  to  have 
been  made,  and  the  most  that  can  be  claimed  is  that  the 
consent  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  releasing  the  defendant 
from  arrest,  operated  as  a  discharge  of  the  order. 

Subsequently  the  plaiAtiff  obtained  judgment  for  the 
amount  claimed  in  his  complaint.  The  complaint  alleged 
facts  showing  that  the  debt  had  been  fraudulently  con- 
tracted by  the  defendant,  and  the  judgment  so  adjudged. 
Upon  a  return  unsatisfied  of  an  execution  against  the  pro- 
perty of  the  defendant,  an  execution  against  his  person  was 
issued,  and  he  was  arrested. 

A  motion  is  now  made  to  set  aside  this  last  execution,  on 
the  ground  that  the  defendant  having  been  discharged  from 
arrest  upon  the  order  of  arrest,  cannot  be  arrested  upon 
an  execution  issued  upon  a  judgment  in  the  action.  Had 
the  order  of  arrest  been  vacated,  it  might  be  a  question 
whether  an  execution  could  issue  against  the  person  of  the 
defendant.  The  consent  to  release  the  defendant  from 
arrest  did  not  operate  as  a  vacatur  or  discharge  of  the 
order  of  arrest.  At  most  I  think  it  is  to  be  regarded  in 
the  light  of  a  voluntary  escape,  or  like  the  entry  of  com- 
mon bail  under  the  old  practice.  I  do  not  understand  that 
in  such  cases  under  the  former  practice  the  defendant  could 
not  be  arrested  upon  final  process.  A  discharge,  or  an 
escape,  voluntary  or  otherwise,  from  arrest  upon  mesne 
process,  never  precluded  a  subsequent  arrest  upon  final 
process.  •  • 

Had  the  order  of  arrest  been  discharged,  it  might  be  as 
if  no  order  had  been  granted,  and  in  that  case  I  think  an 
execution  against  the  person  could  not  be  issued.  The 
allegation  of  fraud  in  the  coiQplaint  in  an  action  of  this 
.kind,  would  not  of  itself  authorize  the  execution.  The 
counsel  for  the  moving  party  has  not  furnished  me  with. 
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HMker  agt.  Major^  A0.9  of  Kew  York. 

any  citations  to  authority  for  his  motion,  nor  can  I  upon  an 
examination  of  the  books  find  any.     Upon  principle  I  see 
no  reason  for  setting  aside  the  execution. 
The  motion  must  be  denied  with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT, 

John  Hecker  agt.  The  Hayor,  Ac^  of  New  York,  and 

others. 

An  if^witdUm  sbovld  not  bo  gtanted  upon  the  moro  vtryitatian  of  tho  eomplsiiit. 
Nor  npon  itatomonU  on  ir/ormation  and  hel^f,  without  thowing  the  loaioo  of 
information.  It  u  only  where  the  rerifloation  of  the  eomplaint  ie  pOiiHv€  that 
it  will  foifiGe  u  an  ajffidavU. 

Under  the  ordinanoei  of  the  oommon  oonnoil  of  the  oity  of  Kow  York,  ^o  whols 
charge  and  saperyiaion  of  eUaning  the  itrtett  of  the  eity,  whether  .by  oontract 
or  otherwifle>  ia  delegated  to  the  cUyin§ptctor  and  hla  sabordinate  ofBcen,  to  bo 
performed  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  law.  He  i«  the  general  agent  of  the  9itjf 
who  within  the  delegated  authority  is  authorised  to  bind  them. 

Nor  is  it  only  in  referenoe  to  the  cleaning  of  the  streets  that  such  power  is  conferred  * 
upon  the  city  inspector.    For  various  purposes  he  has  authority  to  employ  men 
to  work  for  the  oorporationy  either  by  contract  or  by  day's  work. 

All  these  raried  causes  of  employment  within  the  general  scope  6f  his  authority, 
giro  him  the  power  to  employ  men  for  those  purposes,  and  when  so  employed 
they  become  entitled  to  claim  from  tho  city  oompensation  for  tho  ierrices  they 
may  render. 

The  doctrine  otrat\fUatUm  applies  to  municipal  corporation^  as  well  as  to  indirid- 
uals.  And  where  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York  not  only  do  not  deny 
their  liability,  bnt  expressly  ratify  and  ooniirm  the  acts  of  the  city  inspector, 
and  pass  resolutions  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  claims  of  the  workmen 
and  laborers  employed  by  him,  such  claims  are  yalid  against  the  municipal 
authorities. 

The  corporation  of  the  city  of  Hew  York  are  liable  to  bo  sued  sad  to  haro  jndg« 
m^t  rendered  against  them,  although  no  means  have  been  provided  \ij  which 
the  liabiUUes  can  be  discharged. 

Jfew  York  Special  Term^  January^  1866.  >. 

Motion  to  dissolire  injunction. 

John  E.  Deyelin,  counsel  to  the  corporation,  for  the 
motion,  ^ 

,  opposed. 
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Heeker  agt.  Mayor,  Ae.,  of  New  York* 

IngrahaMi  J.  Many  of  the  qneetions  which  Trill  be 
raised  in  this  action  are  of  such  a  character  that  they  onghi 
not  to  be  finally  decided  on  a  preliminary  motion  to  di»- 
solve  the  injunction,  and  among  them  are  the  questions  as 
to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  bring  this  action,  and  the 
remedy  which  the  plaintiff  may  eventually  be  entitled  to 
if  he  should  succeed  on  the  trial  of  the  case.  Upon  those 
questions  I  refrain  from  expressing  any  opinion,  because 
there  are  other  valid  grounds  upon  which  my  decision  of 
this  motion  must  rest. 

The  defendant,  the  comptroller, ns  restrained  from  pay- 
ing out  any  public  moneys  upon  any  requisition  or  pay 
roll  of  the  city  inspector,  for  cleaning  the  streets  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  the  defendant,  the  counsel,  is  enjoined 
from  consenting  to  any  judgment  against  the  city  for  any 
work  done  in  cleaning  the  streets,  and  the  comptroller  and 
mayor  are  restrained  from  signing  warrants  for  the  pay- 
ment of  any  moneys  therefor,  and  from  paying  any  judg- 
ment. The  complaint  charges  an  agreement  between  the 
defendants  to  raise  the  money  by  a  note,  and  then  to  obtain 
judgment  against  the  city  for  the  claims  to  be  transferred 
to  Palmer,  and  an  entry  of  the  judgment  that  the  comp- 
troller should  give  a  warrant  therefor  upon  the  chamber- 
lain. All  the  other  allegations  in  the  complaint  are  upon 
mere  information  and  belief,  but  it  is  not  stated  from  what 
source  the  information  was  derived,  nor  is  any  information 
presented  to  the  court  by  which  the  court  can  judge 
whether  auch  information  was  true  or  not.  This  complaint 
is  verified  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  usual  manner  as  to  his 
knowledge,  and  his  belief  of  the  matters  stated  on  infor- 
mation. 

There  was  no  other  affidavit  on  which  the  injunction  was 
issued. 

1.  I  have  repeatedly  held  that  an  injunction  should  not 
be  granted  i^on  the  mere  verification  of  the  complaint. 
This  has  always  been  the  rule,  and  was  so  before  the  Code. 
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Heok«r  agt.  Maijor,  Ac.,  of  New  York. 

{Campbell  9Lgt.  Merwin,  7  Puige^  167 ;  Christie  agt  Bogardus^ 
1  Barb.  C/u  167  ;  see  also  9  Paige,  305 ;  2  Sarft,  6%.  276.) 
And  such  rule  has  been  adhered  to  since  the  adoption  of 
the  Code  {Jewett  agt  ^llen,  3  How.  Pr.  129,  and  various 
other  cases).  So  also  tbe  rule  that  statements  on  informa- 
tion and  belief  are  not  sufficient  without  showing  the  source 
of  information,  is  sanctioned.  (People  agt.  The  Mayor,  9 
Mb.  Pr.  258 ;  F6wler  agt.  Bruce,  7  Bos^.  .637.)  The*  220th 
section  of  the  Code  provides  that  the  injunction  may  be 
granted  upon  its  appearing '  satisfactory  to  *  the  court  or 
judge,  by  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  or  other  person,  that 
sufficient  grounds  exist  therefor,  and  the  complaint  is  to  be 
produced  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief 
demanded.  This  does  not  allow  of  the  ordinary  form  of 
verification  where  the  matters  are  stated  on  information 
and  belief  {Bostvnck  agt  EU<mj  25  How.  362),  and  it  is  only 
wherd  the  verification  of  thd  complaint  is  positive  that  it 
will  suffice  as-  the  affidavit. 

2.  The  ordinances  of  the  common  council  of  the  city 
provide  for  the  city  inspector's  department,  and  among  the 
duties  devolved  upon  that  officer  is  that  of  cleaning  the 
public  streets  {Corp.  Ord.  p.  154).  In  that  ordinance  pro- 
vision is  made  for  a  bureau  of  sanitary  inspection  and  street 
cleaning.  The  officer  is  required  to  keep  correct  accounts 
of  the  time  of  the  men  employed,  and  of  the  work  done 
by  them,  and  the  expense  where  not  done  by  contract* 

The  37th  section,  page  161,  provides  for  auditing  the 
billS  and  accounts  for  work  done  undef  his  supervision, 
requires  him  to  certify  such  accounts  to  the  city  inspector 
for  all  such  work,  and  prohibits  the  comptroller  from  pay- 
ing any  bills  or  money  for  the  work  of  street  cleaning, 
either  by  contract  or  otherwise,  until  audited  and  approved 
by  the  city  inspector.  A  subsequent  article  provides  for 
the  duties  of  this  officer,  where  a  contract  is  made  for 
cleaning  the  streets.  Under  these  provisions,  it  is  apparent 
that  the  whole  charge  and  supervision  of  cleaning  ih% 
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streets,  whether  bj  contract  or  otherwise,  is  delegated  to 

the  city  inspector  and  his  subordinate  officers,  to  be  per* 

formed  of  course  In  the  mode  prescribed  by  law.    For  that 

purpose  he  is  the  general  agent  of  the  city,  who  within  the 

delegated  authority  is  authorized  tp  bind  them.    Nor  is  it 

only  in  reference  to  the  cleaning  of  the  streets  that  such 

power  is  conferred  upon  the  city  inspector.    For  yarious 

'  purposes  he  has  authority  to  employ  men  to  work  for  the 

corporation,  either  by  contract  or  by  day's  work.    All  these 

'  varied  causes  of  employment,  within  the  generarscope  of 

'his  authority,  give  him  the  power  to  employ  men  for  those 

purposes,  and  when  so  employed  they  become  entitled  to 

claim  from  the  city  compensation  for  the  services  they  may 

render. 

In  Dunning  agt.  Roberts  (35  Barb.  463),  it  was  said :  "  In 
such  cases  the  real  question  is,  not  what  power  was  intended 
to  be  given  to  the  agent,  but  what  power  a  third  person 
who  dealt  with  him  had  a  right  to  infer  he  possessed,  from 
his  own  acts  and  those  of  his  principal."  And  such  acts, 
although  unauthorized  in  the  first  instance,  may  be  ratified 
by  the  common  council.  The  doctrine  of  ratification 
applies  to  municipal  corporations  as  well  as  to  individuals 
{Peterscn.^gt.  The  Mayor, !fc,  17  Jf.  Y.  449).  ^nd  in  Brady 
agt.  The  Mayor  (20  JV.  Y.  312),  Denio,  J.,  while  holding 
that  a  man  cannot  recover  who  makes  a  contract  with  the 
city  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  lawt  notices  as  distinct 
from  such  a  case  that  of  one  who  has  bona  fide  performed 
labor  under  such  a  contract,  and  may  recover  what  tech 
labor  is  worth. 

The  alleged  payments  are  to  be  made  to  men  who  claim 
to  bave  done  work  for  the  city  under  the  directions  of  the 
city  inspector.  It  may  be  doubted  whether  under  the  pro- 
visions in  the  city  charter,  and  the  provisions  in  the  act  of 
1864,  the  city  inspector  has  now  any  authority  to  employ 
persons  to  clean  the  streets,  except  by  contract,  under  his 
general  power  as  city  inspector.     Either  the  board  of 
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health  or  the  common  conncil  might  give  snch  directions 
as  would  make  them  liable  to  pay  the  parties  employed, 
even  if  done  in  a  way  different  from  that  contemplated  by 
the  statute,  flow  far  they  would  be  responsible  for  such 
acts  in  violation  of  the  law,  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  now 
to  inquire.  Under,  the  law  as  now  framedf  they  might  ex- 
pose themselves  to  responsibilities  which  prudent  men 
would  not  seek  uDuecessaVily  to  assume.  The  city  inspector, 
however,  still  has  the  control  and  duty  of  cleaning  the 
streets  in  some  way  as  provided  by  law,  which  work  is  done 
by  men  under  the  directions  of  a  public  officer  in  matters 
within  his  control,  and  to  do  which  he  is  by  law  particu- 
larly charged ;  those  employed  by  him  for  such  purposes 
are  not,  in  my  judgment,  before  doing  a  day's  labor,  to 
stop  and  examine  whether  the  city  inspector  is  acting  in 
exact  conformity  to  the  law,  or  whether  the  work  is  going 
on  in  the  exact  form  which  some  statute  has  prescribed. 
The  law  presumes  the  officer  is  acting  in  conformity  to  his 
duty,'  and  an  employee  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business 
under  the  officer,  has  a  right  to  the  same  presumption. 
But  admitting  there  was  some  doubt  as  to  the  correctness 
of  these  views,  I.  think  such  doubt  is  removed  by  the  fact 
that  the  common  council  ratified  the  act  of  the  city 
inspector  when  they  passed  the  resolution  requesting  the 
mayor  to  sign  the  note  for  the  payment  of  the  men,  and 
engaging  to  indemnify  the  parties  to  it  against  any  liability 
or  damage  to  be  sustained  thereby. 

If  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  Tork  resisted  the 
claim  of  the  workmen,  and  denied  the  authority  of  their 
officer  to  employ  the  men  to  do  the  work,  the  question 
would  be  very  different ;  but  where  they  not  only  do  not 
deny  their  liability,  but  expressly  ratify  and  confirm  the 
acts  of  the  city  inspector,  and  pass  resolutions  to  provide 
for  the  payment  of  the  claims,  I  can  have  no  doubt  of  the 
validity  of  the  claims  for.  the  work  so  done  against  the 
municipal  authorities.     The  remedy  to  prevent  such  viola- 
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tions  of  law  is  entirely  different  from  confiscating  the  labor 
of  those  who  have  worked  or  rendered  services  that  have 
gone  to  the  benefit  of  the  pnblic,  and  must  be  songht  by 
proceedings  against  the  officer  who  .violates  the  law,  or  the 
body  which  authorizes  such  violation.  I  am  aware  of  the 
class  of  cases  where  a  defence  has  been  attempted  npon 
the  ground  that  no  appropriation  had  been  made  from  which 
such  claims  could  be  paid. 

In  the  case  of  Ewen  agt.  J%e  Mayor,  ifC.  (5  Ahh.  603),  a 
judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  city  upon  that 
ground,  but  such  judgment  has  since  been  reversed  by  the 
general  term  of  the  common  pleas,  and  judgment  rendered 
against  the  city.  And  in  Darlington  agt.  The  Mayor^  jrc, 
in  the  court  of  appeals,  it  was*  held  by  a  majority  of  the 
court  that  the  city  was  liable  to  be  sued  and  to  have  judg- 
ment  rendered  against  them,  although  no  means  were  pro- 
vided by  which  the  liabilities  could  be  discharged.  In  all 
these  cases  the  corporation  were  defending  the  claims,  and 
they  do  not  present  the  question  which  arises  in  this  case, 
whether,  when  the  public  authorities  have  exceeded  the 
bounds  which  the  legislature  has  prescribed  to  them,  men 
who  have  ignorantly  worked  for  the  public  use  under  their 
authority,  should  be  deprived  of  their  pay  on  account  of 
such  violation  of  the  law. 

How  far  the  means  resorted  to  for  obtaining  payment 
for  these  notes  given  to  Palmer  are  consistent  with  law,  I 
am  not  prepared  to  say.  It  can  hardly  be  contended  that 
the  legislature  when  providing  for  the  payment  of  judg- 
ments recovered  against  the  city  during  the  year,  contem- 
plated that  such  provisions  should  be  used  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  for  work  which  they  had  prohibited  from  being 
.  done  except  in  a  particular  way.  If  there  are  no  funds 
from  which  the  payment  could  be  directly  made,  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  find  any  authority  for  making  such  payment  in  a 
way  that  can  bear  no  other  name  than  an  evasion  of  the 
law. 
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It  is  not  necessary,  however,  for  me  to  say  more  on  this 
subject,  since  the  coucse  adopted  by  these  officers  has  been 
ratified  by  the  city,  and  the  payment  of  the  moneys  guar- 
anteed by  them.  I  consider  this  sufficient  to  entitle  the 
workmen  and  laborers  to  payment,  and  renders  the  corpo- 
ration liable  to  them  therefor.  For  the 'reasons  before 
stated,  I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the^e  claims  are 
valid  and  should  be  paid,  and  that  the  injunction  cannot 
be  sustained. 

Motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  granted. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Isaac  Levi  agt.  Julius  Dobn,  and  another. 

The  sureties  in  an  nndertaldng  on  appeal  from  a  jadgment  in  an  action  against 
them  on  the  nndertaking>  are  estopped  by  the  recitals  in  their  undertaking  from 
qaeationlng  the  oorreotneafl  of  the  amount  of  easts  in  the  judgment  appealed 
from. 

Brooklyn  General  Term,  January^  1865. 

Before  Lott,  Scbugham  and  Barnard,  Justices. 

On  the  9th  December,  1862,  there  was  tried  by  a  jury 
in  the  Kings  county  court,  an  action  upon  appeal  from  a 
justice,  wherein  Charles  Frohue  was  plaintiff  and  appel- 
lant, and  Isaac  Levi  was  defendant  and  respondent.  The 
jury  on  that  day  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  respondent 
for  $175.73  and  costs.  The  costs  were  subsequently  adjusted 
at  $39.04,  and  on  the  13th  January,  1863,  the  judgment  was 
entered  in  favor  of  respondent  for  $214.50,  being  entered 
by  mistake  for  twenty-seven  cents  less  than  the  true  amount, 
which  was  $214.77.  The  plaintiff  Frohue  appealed  to  the 
general  term  from  this  judgment,  and  it  was  subsequently 
affirmed.  Upon  his  appeal  and  to  stay  proceedings,  he 
caused  to  be  executed  by  defendants  and  filed  an  under- 
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taking,  reciting  in  it  that  the  judgment  was  recovered  on 
the  18th  December,  1862,  in  the  Kings  county  court,  by 
Levi  respondent,  against  Frohue  appellant,  for  $214.77. 
This  undertaking  was  filed  on  the  8th  ^January,  1863. 

H.  C.  Close,  for  appellant. 
Geo.  Thompson,  far  respondent. 

By  the  court,  J.  F.  Barnard,  J.  The  sureties  to  the 
undertaking  now  claim  two  errors  to  discharge  them.  1. 
The  judgment  is  recited  as  being  twenty-seven  cents  more 
than  the  amount  for  which  it  is  entered  ;  and,  2.  That  the 
judgment  was  not  in  fact  entered  until  after  the  under- 
taking was  filed. 

The  first  of  these  objections  is  not  in  fact  true,  the  ver- 
dict is  given,  and  the  costs  as  taxed  are  given  ;  the  footing 
up  of  the  two  sums  is  only  erroneous,  but  the  defendants 
are  estopped  by  their  recitals  in  the  undertaking.  They 
executed,  acknowledged  and  filed  this  paper  to.  stay  pro- 
ceedings on  appeal.  The  verdict  had  been  rendered  and 
the  costs  taxed.  They  put  in  the  recitals.  They  are 
bound  by  their  paper  as  they  made  it.  {Decker  agt.  Judson, 
16  JV.  r.  R.  439 ;  22  How.  Pr.  R.  494.) 
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Hannah  Solomon  agt.  David  Solomon. 

To  eniiiie  the  plaintiff  to  alimohy  and  eaunt$l  /m,  in  an  aetlon  for  dlroree  for 
omol  and  Inhaman  treatment^  ihe  most  make  it  appear  tliat  il&e  hai  been  iignred9 
and  present  a  meritorioiu  eaoBO  of  action. 

A  iingle  instanc$  qf  erueUy  is  not  sufficient  eanse  to  anthoriie  the  court  to  inter- 
fere, althoagh  Tague  charges  of  cruel  treatment  are  alio  made  against  the  hus- 
band. The  parties  to  a  marriage  contract  should  bear  long  and  patiently  with 
each  other;  they  should  exercise  the  most  forgiving  spirit,  and  seek  by  all  pos- 
sible means  to  reooncile  their  differences,  before  resorting  either  to  the  protection 
or  the  power  of  the  law  to  redress  their  wrongs.  They  should  become  fully 
satisfied  that  there  was  no  longer  any  possibility  that  the  duties  of  their  married 
life  can  be  discharged. 
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Special  Term,  February,  1863. 

'The  motion  is  for  alimony  and  counsel  fee  to  the  plain- 
tiff, in  an  action  for  a  limited  divorce. 

MoNELL,  J.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  course  to  allow  tern- 
porary  alimony  and  an  advance  to  her  counsel,  in  an  action 
by  the  wife  for  a  limited  divorce  {Warden  agt.  Warden,  S 
Edw.  387).  There  must  appear  to  be  an  injury,  and  a 
meritorious  cause  of  action  {Id). 

Separations  which  may  be  adjudged  for  cruel  and  inhu- 
man treatment  of  the  wife  by  the  husband,  must  be  founded 
upon  something  more  than  mere  austerity  of  temper,  severity 
of  language,  or  occasional  ebulitions  of  passion  {Mason 
agt.  Mason,  1  Edw.  278).  To  constitute  the  savitia  of  the 
civil  law,  bodily  injury  or  an  act  of  personal  violence  is 
not  necessary.  It  is  made  out  by  a  series  of  unkind  treat- 
ment, accompanied  by  words  of  menace,  creating  a  reason- 
able apprehension  that  bodily  injury  may  result.  The 
causes  of  apprehension  must  be  weighty,  and  show  an  impos- 
sibility that  the  duties  of  the  married  life  can  be  discharged 
(2  Kenfs  Cam.  126). 

The  plaintiff  in  her  affidavit,  with  the  exception  of  gen- 
eral and  vague  charges  of  cruel  treatment  by  her  husband, 
states  but  i  single  act.  She  says  that  while  sitting  in  her 
chair,  holding  her  youngest  child  in  her  lap,  the  defendant 
suddenly  pulled  from  under  her  the  chair  upon  which  she 
was  sitting,  causing  her  to  fall  with  great  violence  upon 
the  floor;  that  he  also  at  the  same  time  attempted  to  break 
her  hand  by  holding  and  squeezing  it,  and  that  while  she 
was  lying  upon  the  floor  he  kicked  her  several  times  with 
his  foot.  For  this  assault,  it  seems  he  was  arrested  upon 
her  complaint,  and  was  required  to  give  security  to  keep 
the  peace. 

Throwing  out  of  view  her  general  statements  of  cruel 
treatment,  which  are  entirely  unsupported  by  any  act  or 
fact,  we  have  a  single  instance  of  cruelty,  or  which  if  th« 
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defendant's  affidavit  is  true  (and  it  is  entitled  to  the  same 
credence  as  the  plaintiff's),  may  hardly  be  denominated  a 
cruelty,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  a  judicial  separation 
from  her  husband.  It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  this  is 
sufficient  cause  to  authorize  the  court  to  interfere.  It  was 
but  a  single  instance  of  apparently  harsh  and  unkind  treat- 
ment, which,  if  as  the  plaintiff  states  it,  should  receive 
the  reprobation  of  every  just  person.  It  was,  however,  an 
act  which  might  be  forgiven,  and  which  if  not  repeated, 
should  be  forgiven.  The  parties  to  so  solemn  and  sacred 
a  contract  as  that  of  marriage,  should  bear  long  and  pa> 
tiently  with  each  other ;  they  should  exercise  the  most  for- 
giving spirit,  and  seek  by  all  possible  means  to  reconcile 
their  differences,  before  resorting  either  to  the  protection 
or  to  the  power  of  the  law  to  redress  their  wrongs.  They 
should  become  fully  satisfied  that  there  was  no  longer  any 
possibility  that  the  duties  of  their  married  life  can  be  dis- 
charged. The  case  which  the  plaintiff  may  b^  able  to 
establish  on  th^  trial  of  this  action,  does  not  necessarily 
appear  from  the  affidavits  read  on  this  motion.  She  may 
prove  enough  to  entitle  her  to  the  relief  she  demands.  But 
she  has  failed  to  satisfy  me  that  she  has  a  meritorious  cause 
of  action,  and  upon  the  papers  before  me  I  must  deny  her 
motion.  I  do  this  with  less  reluctance,  inasmu6h  as  in  this 
court  she  can  have  a  very  speedy  trial,  when  she  can  have 
an  opportunity,  if  she  shall  be  able  to. satisfy  the  court 
that  she  is  entitled  to  its  protection  and  aid. 
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William  Higenbothem  agt.  Abraham  Lowenbeiit. 

Wh^n  tk  tenant  holding  oyer,  is  liable  to  be  dispossessed  by  yirtne  of  ft  warrant 
regularly  issued  against  him  by  an  incoming  tenant,  the  latter  is  not  liable  for 
assisting  at  the  request  of  the  eonstable,  to  remove  the  goods  in  a  oareful  and 
proper  manner,  although  the  day  may  be  rainy,  and  the  goods  are  put  out  in  the 
rain,  and  as  alleged,  suffered  iigury. 

A  warrant  qf  dispossession  properly  and  regularly  issued,  protects  all  who  aet 
under  it,  unless  they  aet  fei{fiUly  and  maliciously.  And  the  law  does  not  reeogo 
nise  the  state  of  the  weather  in  executing  such  a  warrant. 

JVew  York  General  Term,  Ifovember^  1864. 

Before  Robertson,  CH.  J.,«Monell  and  McCunn,  Justices. 

This  is  an  action  for  injury  to  personal  property,  and 
also  for  the  conversion  of  property.  Damages  were  laid 
by  plaintiff  at  $5,000. 

Chauncey  Shafer,  for  respondent. 
Henry  Morrison,  for  appellant. 

By  the  court,  McCunn,  J,  It  appears  from  the  pleadings 
and  by  the  evidence  in  the  case,  that  the  plaintiff  as  tenant, 
occupied  certain  premises  known  as  No.  241,  Bowery,  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  and  that  on  the  first  of  May,  1856, 
he  held  over  after  the  expiration  of  his  lease.  The  defend- 
ant, the  incoming  tenant,  under  a  new  lease  and  by  virtue 
of  the  statute  giving  him  the  right,  took  legal  steps  to  evict 
the  plaintiff,  and  procured  the  proper  warrant  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  under  such  warrant  plaintiff  was  removed  from  the 
premises.  The  plaintiff  claimed  and  endeavored  to  give  evi- 
dence at  the  trial,  that  in  the  removal  of  his  goods  under  the 
warrant,  the  defendant,^rendered  himself  liable  for  injury 
to  the  plaintiff's  property,  either  through  negligence  or 
malice.  Plaintiff  further  claimed,  that  in  addition  to  his 
loss  for  such  injury  to  his  goods,  the  defendant  prevented 
him  from  removing  and  taking  away  a  temporary  workshop, 
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which  he  (plaintiff)  had  erected  on  the  premises  at  his  own 
expense,  worth  at  least  $300,  thereby  converting  the  same 
to  his  own  use. 

The  defendant  set  up  in  his  answer,  and  endeavored  to 
prove  on  the  trial  that  the  shop  belonged  to  the  realty,  and 
that  consequently  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  remove  the  same, 
and  that  in  removing  the  goods  from  the  premises  under 
the  warrant  to  dispossess^  he  (the  defendant)  acted  under 
color  of  law,  and  that  the  property  was  not  injured  by  such 
removal.  A^  ^^  ^^^  question  of  the  shop  belonging  to  the 
realty,  very  serious  doubts  arise  in  my  mind  in  examining 
that  question,  but  I  am  relieved,  however,  from  this  respon- 
sibility, by  reason  of  a  portion  of  the  charge  of  the  learned 
justice  who  presided  at  the  trial,  in  which  I  think  he  was 
in  error ;  this  being  so,  I  pass  this  question  and  other  ques- 
tions arising  in  the  case,  and  proceed  at  once  to  that  por- 
tion of  the  charge  in  which!  think  there  ^s  a  clear  mistake 
made  as  to  the  law. 

It  would  seem  to  be  conceded  by  both  parties,  because 
I  find  no  objection  taken  at  the  trial,  that  the  proceeding 
had  before  the  justice,  and  the  warrant  issued  thereunder 
to  dispossess  the  plaintiff  from  the  premises,  was  regular 
in  all  respects,  and  was  in  strict  accordance  with  the  stat- 
ute, and  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit  was  liable  to  be  dis- 
possessed by  virtue  of  said  warrant  against  him.  This 
being  so,  did  the  defendant, ^acting  at  the  request  of  the 
constable,  render  himself  liable  in  assisting  to  remove  the 
goods  in  a  careful  and  proper  manner  ?  Clearly  not.  The 
warrant  protected  all,  unless  the  defendant  acted  mali- 
ciously and  wilfully,  and  of  this  there  is  no  evidence. 

The  learned  justice  made  use  of  the  following  language 
in  a  portion  of  his  charge :  'i  One  of  the  witnesses,  the 
plaintiff  I  believe,  testifies  that  t^e  day  on  which  the  pro- 
perty was  removed  was  a  rainy,  bad  day ;  that  it  rained 
all  day,  and  the  property  was  put  out  in  the  storm,  and 
necessarily  suffered  injury  in  consequencS  of  that*    If  that 
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is  80 — if  the  property  was  removed  at  an  improper  time, 
BO  that  for  that  reason  snch  removal  wonid  cause  great 
injury  to  the  owner,  it  was  an  unlawful  act.  It  was  con- 
trary to  the  great  rule  of  law,  which  commands  us  to  do 
to  others  as  we  would  be  done  by.  The  constable  is  com* 
manded  by  the  warrant  to  be  sure  to  *  immediately'  remove 
certain  ^property  from  the  premises ;  but  it  is  common  sense 
as  well  as  good  law,  that  he  is  not  bound  to  remove  pro- 
perty which  would  be  destroyed  by  a  storm,  in  the  midst 
of  a  tempest.  It  is  not  doing  as  we  would  be  done  by ;  it 
is  not  right,  and  therefore  not  justified  by  law."     *     •     • 

That  the. use  of  this  humane  language  by  the  justice,  I 
have  np  doubt  had  a  powerful  efiect  upon  the  jury,  and  to 
a  very  great  degree  influenced  their  minds  in  arriving  at  a 
conclusion  as  to  what  their  verdict  should  be,  and  although 
such  advice  would  have  been  most  kindly  intended  to  Low- 
enbein,  the  defendant,  to  desist  from  the  execution  of  the 
warrant  on  that  rainy  day,  and  wait  until  the  clouds  would 
pass  away  and  sunshine  again  break  forth,  yet  I  am  con- 
strained not  to  recognize  this  theory  as  sound  law.  To 
give  encouragement  to  such  a  principle,  would  in  the  end 
embarrass  the  entire  proceedings  of  our  courts,  and  tend 
in  a  very  great  measure  to  defeat  the  aim  and  object  of  the 
law.  The  law  does  not,  in  this  sense  recognize  the  state 
of  the  weather,  and  it  is  for  these  reasons,  without  enter- 
ing more  fully  into  the  case,  that  I  find  myself  compelled 
to  adopt  the  opinion  that  the  judgment  in  this  case  should 
be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  abide 
the  event. 

Chief  Justice  Robertson  and  Justice  Monell  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Hi&AM  PuLLERTON  and  others,  agt.  Viall  and  Grakt. 

B7  section  307  of  the  Code  the  term  fees  ($10)  of  oanses  noUeed  and  pot  upon 
the  calendar  of  the  court  of  appeals  for  argument,  are  limited  to  fiye  terms.* 

Warren  General  Term,  July,  1858. 

Before  Allen,  James,  Rosekrans  and  Potter,  Justices. 

The  defendants  in  this  case  appealed  to  the  court  of 
appeals,  where  the  judgment  was  affirmed  June,  1858. 
The  cause  was  regularly  on  the  calendar  eight  terms  in  the 
court  of  appeals,  before  it  was  reached.  1858,  June  26th, 
costs  were  adjusted  by  the  clerk  of  Saratoga  county,  and 
he  allowed  $80  for  the  eight  terms  in  the  court  of  appeals. 
The  defendants'  attorneys  objected  to  the  allowance  of  over 
five  term  fees  in  the  court  of  appeals,  and  from  the  clerk's 
decision  appealed  to  this  court,  where  it  was  ordered  to  be 
heard  at  the  general  term  in  the  first  instance.     The  ques- 

NoTE.— This  decision  is  adverse  to  Adams  %gt.  Perkint  (26  How,  Pr.  R.  368), 
sixth  district,  April,  1863,  opinion  by  Parkbr,  J. ;  and  to  Shaw  agt.  Dwight  (17 
Ahb.  18),  first  district,  December,  1863,  opinions  by  Suthkrla.ri>  and  Leohabd, 
J  J. ;  also  to  Olentworth  agt.  Mioun^  (17  Ahb,  15),  New  York  superior  court,  general 
term,  February,  1863,  opinion  by  Bobwortb,  Gh.  J.  It  will  be  seen  that  this 
decision  in  the  fourth  district  was  made  in  July,  1858,  veiy  soon  after  the  amend- 
ment of  the  7th  subdivision  of  section  307,  and  evidently  without  very  partiular 
oonsideration,  as  there  is  no  written  opinion  given — ^looking  perhaps  at  the  justice 
and  right  of  the  question,  more  than  at  the  strict  wording  of  the  statute.  While 
on  the  other  hand  the  three  cases  referred  to  as  adverse  seem  to  have  beei)  weU 
considered,  and  the  reasoning  of  the  judges  upon  the  point  unanswerable.  Not- 
withstanding, we  have  no  hesitation  in  asserting  our  belief  that  it  was  never 
intended  by  the  legislature,  in  the  amendment  referred  to,  to  allow  any  more  term 
fees  jn  the  court  of  appeals  than  in  the  other  courts  specified.  Why?  Because, 
for  the  very  obvious  reason  that  the  calendars  of  the  court  of  appeals  are  so  largo 
—some  11,  12  or  1300  causes,  that^  In  the  two,  three  or  four  years  which  it  takes 
to  reach  an  ordinary  cause  in  its  regular  order  in  that  court,  the  necessary  term 
fees  will  reach  much  beyond  those  of  the  other  eourts,  even  were  there  no  limU  to 
the  term  fees  in  the  latter  courts.  But  we  presume  the  'judges  will  be  oompeUed 
to  say  in  construing  this  section  of  the  Code,  as  they  are  often  obliged  to  declare 
in  construing  other  statutes — *^  it  is  the  business  of  the  legislature  alone  to  enact 
statute  laws,  and  ours  to  eonstmo  them  aa  best  we  oan."    Bsp. 
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tion  was  argued  at  the  general  term  in  Warren  county, 
before  all  the  judges,  in  July,  1858. 

W.  A,  Beach,  for  defendants, 

contended  that  subdivision  7,  of  section  S07,  limited  the 
term  fees  in  the  court  of  appeals  to  five  terms. 

«£.  F.  BuLLAiU),  for  plaint^^ 

insisted  that  the  limitation  only  applied  to  special  and  gen- 
eral terms  of  the  supreme  court,  and  was  not  intended  to 
limit  the  term  fees  in  the  court  oif  appeals. 

The  Court  decided  that  the  limit  of  five  terms  was  appli- 
cable to  the  court  of  appeals,  and  therefore  struck  out  $30 
&om  the  amount  allowed  by  the  clerk  for  such  term  fees, 
and  reduced  the  allowance  to  |50  for  five  terms. 


COUET  OP  APPEALS. 

James  S.  Caepenter  agt.  James  S.  Willett,  administra- 
tor of  James  C.  Willett,  aherifi",  Ac,  deceased. 

If  proc«8Sf  hj  yirtae  of  whieh  a  defendant  is  arrested  and  imprisoned  is  void,  aa 
aotion  against  the  sheriff  for  his  escapt  oaonot  he  supported. 

Justices  of  the  district  courts  in  the  city  of  New  Tork  hare  no  authority  to  issue 
exeeutUm  against  the  person,  upon  being  satisfied  by  evidence  qfter  judgment, 
and  ex  parte,  that  the  ease  is  one  for  the  arrest  and  imprisonmmU  of  the  defend- 
ant.   An  execution  issued  in  such  a  manner  is  void, 

A  justice  in  these  courts  must  adjudge  that  the  case  is  one  in  which  the  party  is 
subject  to  arrest,  and  the  right  to  arrest  must  be  stated  in  the  judgment,  and 
form  a  part  thereof.  This  is  a  part  of  his  judicial  labor  and  duty.  It  is  a  lim^ 
itation  of  jurisdiction,  and  not  a  statutoxy  direction  to  the  officers  of  the  court. 
After  judgment  the  justice  has  no  jurisdiction ;  he  is  functus  officio, 

V either  have  the  district  courts  any  power  to  amend  their  judgments.  They  can 
do  nothing  requiring  the  exercise  of  discretion,  HaviDg  rendered  judgment 
they  are  from  that  time  mere  ministerial  officers. 

Argued  September,  1864. '  Decided  December,  1864. 
Vol,  XXVIIL  15 
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kppEJLh  from  the  judgment  of  the  superior  court  of  the 
cicy  of  New  York. 

John  K.  Porter,  for  appellant. 
A.  J.  Yanderpoel,  for  respondent 

Wright,  J.  If  the  process  by  virtue  of  which  Doughty 
was  arrested  and. imprisoned  was  void,  an  action  for  his 
escape  could  not  be  supported.  That  the  process  is  void 
is  a  defence  to  the  sheriff,  upon  the  principle  that  having 
no  right  to  detain  the  defendant,  the  creditor  has  lost  noth- 
ing by  the  escape.  (Phelps  agt.  Barton,  13  Wend.  R.  68 ; 
Horton  agt.  Hendershot,  1  Hill,  118 ;  ^bner  agt.  Ward,  8 
Mass,  R.  79 ;  Constant  agt.  Chapman,  2  Queen^s  Bench  R. 
111.) 

The  question  therefore  is,  was  the  execution  by  which 
Doughty  was  taken  issued  with  or  without  authority  ?  If 
unauthorized,  then  the  plaintiff  cannot  complain  that  the 
oflScer  suffered  one  unlawfully  detained  to  escape.  The 
execution  for  which  he  was  arrested  and  committed  to  the 
custody  of  the  defendant  as  sheriff  of  New  York,  issued  out 
of  the  third  district  court  of  the  city.  On  the  15th  Sep- 
tember, 1857,  the  plaintiff  as  assignee  of  one  Thomas  France, 
brought  a  suit  against  Doughty,  in  the  district  conrt. 
After  successive  adjournments  the  case  was  tried,  and  on 
the  12th  of  November,  1857,  the  justice  rendered  judgment 
against  the  defendant  for  $250  damages,  and  $17.50  costs, 
and  the  same  was  entered  in  the  docket. 

It  was  not  stated  in  this  judgment  that  the  defendant 
was  subject  to  arrest  and  imprisonment  therein.  The  day 
following  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  the  plaintiff  made 
affidavit  *'  that  judgment  has  been  rendered  for  the  plain- 
tiff," &c.,  and  on  that  affidavit  the  justice  indorsed,  "  exe- 
cution against  the  body  to  issue — Wm.  B.  Meech.  Issued 
November  13,  1857."  The  clerk  noted  in  the  docket  this 
order  of  the  justice,  and  issued  execution  accordingly  to  a 
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constable,  who  made  the  arrest.  The  proceeding  is  claimed 
to  be  without  legal  justification,  and  I  think  rightly.  The 
act  of  April,  1857,  entitled  an  "  act  to  reduce  the  several 
act0  relating  to  the  district  courts  in  the  city  of  New  York 
into  one  act,''  proceeds  as  follows :  '^  When  a  judgment  is 
rendered  in  a  case  where  the  defendant  is  subject  to  arrest 
and  imprisonment  therein,  it  must  be  so  stated  in  the  judg- 
ment, and  entered  in  the  docket "  {Laws  of  1857,  ch.  344, 
§50). 

This  means  that  the  justice  must  adjudge  that  it  is  a 
case  in  which  the  party  is  subject  to  arrest,  and  the  right 
to  arrest  must  be  stated  in  the  judgment ;  in  other  words 
form  a  part  thereof.  It  is  a  part  of  his  judicial  labor  and 
duty.  The  provision  cannot  be  regarded  as  merely  directory 
as  to  the  mode  of  proceeding,  or  preserving  the  record  of 
the  district  court.  The  duty  being  judicial  in  its  nature, 
the  statute  requiring  the  act  to  be  done  is  imperative. 
{Brackett  agt.  Eastman^  17  Wend,  32 ;  Sibley  agt.  Howard^ 
3  Denio,  72.)  It  is  a  limitation  of  jurisdiction,  and  not  a 
statutory  direction  to  the  officers  of  the  court.  If  the 
provision  related  exclusively  to  the  ministerial  act  of  making 
an  entry  in  the  docket  (which  in  this  case  was  to  be  done 
by  the  clerk),  it  would  be  otherwise.  It  was  no  part  of 
the  judgment  rendered  on  the  12th  of  November,  that 
Doughty  was  subject  to  arrest  and  imprisonment.  The 
right  to  arrest  was  not  passed  upon  by  the  justice.  How<- 
ever,  the  day  following  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  on 
an  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  that  Doughty  had  received  the 
money  for  which  the  judgment  was  obtained  in  a  fiduciary 
capacity,  the  justice  ordered  execution  to  issue  against  his 
person.  This  subsequent  proceeding  cannot  be  supported. 
On  the  13th  of  November,  the  justice  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  act.  He  was  functus  -officio.  What  he  did  was  not 
merely  irregular  but  void.  He  had  no  more  right  to  order 
an  execution  against  this  person  on  the  day  after  he  had 
rendered  judgment,  than  he  would  have  had  three  monthi 
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thereafter.  The  diBtrict  courts  are  of  limited  jurisdiction, 
and  can  only  act  in  the  mode  pointed  out  by  statute.  We 
will  look  in  rain  for  any  provision  in  the  act  of  1857, 
remoddeling  their  courts  and  their  jurisdiction,  for  autho- 
rity for  this  latter  proceeding.  There  is  nothing  authori- 
sing the  justice  to  issue  an  execution  against  the  person^ 
upon  being  satisfied  by  evidence  after  judgment  and  ea^ 
partcy  that  the  case  is  one  for  the  arrest  and  imprisonment 
of  the  defendant.  On  the  contrary,  this  feature  of  the 
lion-imprisonment  act  of  1831,  was  expressly  repealed  as 
to  the  district  courts  in  New  York,  by  the  district  court 
act  of  1857  {Laws  of  1836,  p.  403,  §  30;  Laws  of  1857, 
cA.  344,  §  81),  altogether  another  jurisdiction  was  conferred, 
it  was  made  as  much  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  pass  upon 
the  defendant's  liability  to  an  arrest,  as  upon  his  liability 
in  the  action,  and  to  embody  his  judicial  conclusion  in  bis 
judgment.  Not  having  done  this  when  the  judgment  was 
rendered,  he  could  not  afterwards  amend  it  in  this  respect. 
The  district  courts  have  no  power  to  amend  their  judg- 
ments even  if  the  proceedings  of  the  13th  of  November 
could  be  regarded  as  an  attempt  to  amend.  They  can  do 
nothing  requiring  the  exercise  of  discretion.  Having  ren- 
dered judgment,  they  are  from  that  time  mere  ministerial 
oflScers.  But  even  if  the  power  to  amend  existed,  what  was 
done  the  day  following  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  was 
of  no  avail  and  void. 

The  statute  prescribes  that  the  defendant  may  be  arrested 
and  imprisoned  in  certain  cases,  and  that  the  right  to  arrest 
shall  be  stated  in  the  judgment ;  that  is,  shall  form  a  part 
thereof,  and  no  other  order  or  form  of  order  could  satisfy 
the  requirement.  When  it  is  stated  in  the  judgment,  it  is 
the  subject  of  review  on  appeal,  ,and  it  is  the  only  way  in 
which  the  question  may  be  reviewed  on  appeal.  It  was 
manifestly  intended  by  the  provision  to  secure  to  the  de- 
fendant the  right  of  appeal  from  an  adjudication  of  the 
inferior  court  involving  his  personal  liberty.     Cases  are 
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specified  in  the  statute  where  the  defendant  is  subject  to 
arrest  and  imprisonment  (§  16),  and  if  it  be  a  case  where  the 
defendant  may  be  arrested,  the  execution  issued  by  the 
clerk  for  the  enforcement  of  the  judgment,  may  direct  the 
officer  to  arrest  and  commit  him  to  the  jail  of  the  county 
until  he  pay  the  judgment,  or  is  discharged  according  to 
law  (§  52).  This  execution  issues  of  course,  and  there  is 
no  provision  as  in  the  non-imprisopment  act  of  1831,  for 
ascertctining  by  proof  ex  parte,  after  judgment,  whether  it 
be  a  case  for  an  execution  against  the  body,  nor  was  any 
necessary.  It  was  not  l^t  to  the  discretion  of  the  justice 
or  clerk,  from  which  there  could  be  no  appeal,  to  determine 
upon  an  ex  parte  hearing  after  judgment,  whether  it  was  a 
case  under  the  statute  in  which  execution  should  go  against 
the  body.  It  must  be  determined  by  the  judgment  rendered 
in  the  action  whether  it  be  sacb  a  case,  qt  there  is  no  pro- 
vision for  determining  it  at  all,  aud  being  made  part  of  the 
judgment,  the  right  of  appeal  on  this  ground  is  secured  to 
the  defendant. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  therefore,  that  the  caae  was  properly 
disposed  of  in  the  court  below.  Doughty  was  arrested  and 
detained  by  void  process,  and  no  action  can  be  maintained 
by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  as  sheriff,  for  suffer- 
iDg  him  to  escape.  I  believe  the  proposition  to  be  univer- 
sally true,  that  wherever  the  process  by  which  one  is. 
arrested  is  void,  no  action  can  be  supported  for  his  escape. 
When  the  process  is  void,  the  creditor  has  no  just  ground 
of  complaint  that  the  person  of  his  debtor  is  not  holden  in 
custody  by  it. 

The  judgment  of  the  superior  court  should  be  affirmed. 
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« 

John  W.  Warta  agt.  William  Badde,  and  others. 

An  Miion  bj  ■  »kareKolder  qf  a%  wUnearforaUd  jokU  ttoek  comp^w§  agftinft  • 
defendant  m  the  prexident  and  treMurer  of  the  oompaaj,  to  oompei  an  aooovnt* 
ing  of  the  whole  property^  and  an  Inyestigation  into  ita  whole  afEun  and  bnii- 
nes8>  cannot  be  tnitained  without  making  all  the  shareholden  partief ;  or  vnlew 
oommeneed  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  benefit  of  all  others  standing  in  the  lama 
situation)  as  well  as  for  himself. 

A  oaose  of  action  against  a  defendant^  under  aoontrmetmade  bjhim  indiyidnallyy 
for  a  specifle  snm  of  monej^  eannot  be  joined  with  a  cause  of  action  against  him 
as  the  president  or  trustee  of  an  association. 

Neither  can  the  claim  against  the  defendant  alone,  be  united  with  causes  of  action 
against  him  and  others  Jointly.  The  causes  of  action  must  not  only  all  belong 
to  one  of  the  enumerated  classes  under  section  I67>  but  all  nuit  affect  all  tha 
parties  to  it. 

JV*et9  York  Special  Term,  January,  1865* 
Demur&er  to  complaint. 

A.  R.  Dyett,  far  plaintiffs 
E.  F«  Hall,  for  defendants. 

Clerke,  J.  This  is  an  action,  first,  against  Badde  in  his 
individual  capacity,  under  a  contract  made  by  him  with 
the  plaintiff  and  one  Miller,  by  which  he  agreed  to  pay 
each  of  them,  severally,  on  the  sale  of  certain  lands  which 
he  had  recently  purchased,  twelve  and  a  half  cents  for 
every  acre  which  he  should  sell ;  second  that  he  should 
account  for  all  the  lands,  moneys,  &c.,  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Land  and  Farm  Association,  which  had  come  into  his  hands 
or  under  his  control,  the  plaintiff  being  one  of  the  share- 
holders, and  that  the  value  of  plaintiff's  two  shares  be 
ascertained  and  paid  out  of  the  property  and  effects  of  the 
association. 

The  complaint  also  prays  that  the  defendant,  the  Potter 
County  Forest  Improvement  Company,  account  for  all  the 
property  of  the  land  association  which  has  come  under  its 
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control,  and  alleging  that  Badde,  the  said  company,  and 
ihe  defendant  in  person,  are  acting  in  collusion  to  defraud 
the  shareholders.  It  prays  that  they  be  enjoined  from  dis- 
posing of  or  intermeddling  with  the  property  of  the  land 
association.  This  recital  is  sufficient  to  show  that  this 
action  in  its  present  shape,  cannot  be  maintained.  If  it 
were  an  action  brought  by  a  stranger  against  this  unincor- 
porated association  for  some  claim  against  it,  there  would 
be  no  necessity  to  make  the  shareholders  defendants,  as  it 
18  shown  that  the  association  consists  of  more  than  seven 
persons,  and  Radde<^is  sued  as  president  and  treasurer  of 
it)  as  well  as  in  his  individual  capacity.  But  as  we  have 
seen,  the  action  is  commenced  to  compel  an  accounting  of 
the  whole  property,  and  investigation  into  the  whole  affairs 
and  business  of  the  association.  It  is  besides  an  action  for 
a  fraudulent  breach  of  trust  against  a  person  having  the 
whole  management  and  control  of  its  property  and  effects. 
All  the  shareholders,  therefore,  should  be  made  parties,  or 
the  action  should  be  commenced  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 
benefit  of  all  others  standing  in  the  same  situation,  as  well 
as  for  himself.  If  such  is  necessary  in  an  action  of  this 
nature  against  an  incorporate  association  {Cunningham  agt. 
Pell,  5  Paige,  407),  it  is  still  more  necessary  in  an  action 
against  one  that  is  not  incorporated  (§  119,  Code). 

The  second  cause  of  action  is  against  Badde,  under  a 
contract  made  by  him  in  his  individual  capacity,  for  a  spe- 
cified sum  of  money.  This  cannot  be  joined  with  causes 
of  action  against  him  as  the  president  or  trustee  of  the 
association  (§  167,  Code).  Moreover,  this  claim  against 
Badde  alone  is  united  with  causes  of  action  against  him 
and  others  jointly.  The  causes  of  action  must  not  only 
all  belong  to  one  of  the  enumerated  classes  under  section 
.  167,  but  all  must  affect  all  the  parties  to  it.  To  employ 
the  language  of  the  court  in  Enos  agt.  TTiomas  (4  How.  48), 
'*  the  causes  of  action  to  be  joined  must  be  in  f&vor  of  all 
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the  plaintiffsi  and  against  all  the  defendants,  and  must 
belong  to  the  same  class." 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  Badde,  with  costs,  unless 
the  plaintiff  amend  his  complaint  within  twenty  days,  and 
pay  costs  of  term. 


BUFFALO  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Iba  Babnard  agt.  Francis  Piebce,  and  others. 

A  notice  qf  appeal  from  a  jodgment  of  a  jnetioe  of  the  peaoe,  under  fe«tioii  871 
of  the  Code>  which  states  that  *'  the  Judgment  is  for  too  mtcdk,"  is  not  a  com- 
pliance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section  so  as  to  allow  eoste  to  the  appeilani 
on  his  recovery  of  a  more  favorable  judgment  in  the  appellate  eonrt. 

If  the  respondent  should  offer  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be  corrected  in  this  partio- 
ulary  and  the  appellant  should  accept  the  offer,  the  justice  could  not  make  any 

•  correction  of  the  judgment.  (The  cases  qf  Fox  agt.  Nellie,  25  How.  Pr,  R. 
144;  Wynkoqp  agt.  Solbert^  Id.  158;  and  Forsyth  agt.  Ferguson,  27  li.  67, 
eoHsidered.) 

December  General  Term,  1864, 

Before  Yebplanck,  Masten  and  Clinton,  Justices. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  the  taxation  of  costs  on  a  judg- 
ment at  special  term,  rendered  on  appeal  from  a  judgment 
of  a  justice  of  the  peace. 

R.  Saundebs,  for  plaint^. 
HuMPHBET  &  Pabsons,  for  defendants. 

By  the  court,  Masten,  J.  The  plaintiff  recovered  in  a 
court  held  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  $62.25  damages,  and 
for  which  judgment  was  entered  with  costs.  The  defend- 
ants appealed.  In  the  appellate  court  the  plaintiff  recov- 
ered $62  damages.  The  clerk  taxed  costs  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  special  term  set  aside  that  taxation,  and 
ordered  the  clerk  to  tax  costs  in  favor  of  the  defendants. 
From  this  order  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

The  question  is,  which  party  is  under  the  statute  entitkd 
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to  costs  on  appeal  from  the  justice's  court  ?  The  recovery 
in  the  appellate  court  Was  more  favorable  to  the  appellants 
than  was  that  in  the  court  below.  The  question  of  costs 
before  us  turns  upon  the  notice  of  appeal.  The  statute  is, 
''  in  the  notice  of  appeal  the  appellant  shall  state  in  what 
particular  or  particulars  he  claims  the  judgment  should  have 
been  more  favorable  to  him.  Within  fifteen  days  after  the 
service  of  the  notice  of  appeal  the  respondent  may  serve 
upon  the  appellant  and  justice  an  offer  in  writing  to  allow  the 
judgment  to  be  corrected  in  any  of  the  particulars  men- 
tioned in  the  notice  of  appeal.  The  appellant  may,  there- 
upon, and  within  four  days  thereafter,  file  with  the  justice 
a  written  acceptance  of  such  offer,  who  shall  thereupon 
make  a  minute  thereof  in  the  docket,  and  correct  such 
judgment  accordingly." 

The  language  of  the  statute  is  clear  and  perspicuous. 
I  am  unable  to  see  how  there  can  be  any  doubt  as  to  the 
intent  of  the  legislature.  Indeed,  I  find  it  difficult  to  point 
out  the  intent  more  clearly  than  the  statute  expresses  it. 
And  yet  it  seems  to  be  necessary  to  make  the  attempt.  For 
we  are  referred  to  three  reported  decisions  giving  con- 
struction to  the  statute,  and  they  do  not  harmonize.  One 
of  them,  Fox  agt.  JVe//w  (25  How.  Pr.  R.  144),  sustains  the 
decision  of  the  special  term.  The  special  term  probably 
put  its  decision  upon  its  authority.  A  party  appeals  be* 
cause  he  thinks  himself  aggrieved.  This  statute  requires 
him  in  his  notice  of  appeal  to  specify  with  particularity 
in  what  he  feels  himself  aggrieved,  so  that  the  respondent 
may  consider  upon  his  judgment  and  conscience  the  speci* 
fications,  and  stop  the  litigation  by  allowing  the  judgment 
to  be  dbrrected  according  to  all  of  the  specifications,  or 
such  of  them  in  respect  to  which  he  thinks  the  judgment 
in  the  appellate  court  may  be  more  fovorable  to  the  appel« 
lant  than  the  judgment  in  the  court  below. 

*'  In  the  notice  of  appeal,  the  appellant  shall  state  in 
what  particular  or  particulars  he  claims  the  judgment 
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should  have  been  more  favorable  to  him."  That  is,  he  is 
not  to  generalize,  bat  is  to  particularize,  to  specify  minutely 
and  in  detail  in  what  the  judgment  should  have  been  more 
favorable  to  him.  These  statements  or  specifications  must 
be  made  separately  and  with  such  precision  that  the  jus* 
tice,  if  the  respondent  shall  allow  any  of  them,  can  correct 
the  judgment  from  the  statement  or  specification  in  the 
notice  of  appeal.  *'  Within  fifteen  days  after  the  service 
of  the  notice  of  the  appeal,  the  respondent  may  serve  upon 
the  appellant  and  justice  an  offer  in  writing  to  allow  the 
judgment  to  be  corrected  in  any  of  the  particulars  men* 
tioned  in  the  notice  of  appeal."  All  the  respondent  can 
do  is  to  offer  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be  corrected  accord* 
ing  to  the  specifications  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  or  any  one 
or  more  of  them,  to  be  designated  in  the  offer.  If  he 
should  make  an  offer  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be  corrected 
different  from  the  statement  or  claim  in  the  notice  of  appeal, 
the  offer  would  be  nugatory.  Under  this  statute  the  appel* 
lant  is  the  actor,  the  respondent  the  person  acted  upon. 

The  statement  in  the  notice  of  appeal  in  the  case  is : 
'*  The  judgment  is  for  too  much."  This  plainly  is  not  a 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute  under  con- 
sideration. If  the  respondent  had  served  an  offer  and  fol- 
lowed the  language  of  the  statute,  it  would  have  been :  "I 
offer  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be  corrected  in  the  particu- 
lar mentioned  in  the  notice  of  appeal."  The  acceptance 
of  the  appellant  would  have  been  :  "  I  accept  the  offer  of 
the  respondent."  Upon  these  papers  and  the  notice  of 
appeal  the  justice  could  not  make  any  correction  of  the 
judgment.  The  exposition  which  I  have  given  of  this 
provision  of  the  statute  has  been  expressed  in  the  opinion 
delivered  in  two  cases  in  the  supreme  court.  {Wynkoop 
agt.  Holbert,  25  Haw.  Pr.  R.  158  ;  Forsyth  agt.  Ferguson,  27 
How.  Pr.  JR.  67.)  The  question  before  us  was  not  directly 
up  in  either  of  those  cases.  < 

In  Wytikoop  agt.  Holbert^  the  plaintiff  recovered  |U0 
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damages  in  the  justice's  court*  The  defendant  appealed. 
In  the  appellate  court  the  plaintiff  recovered  $68.69  dam- 
ages.  The  statement  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  upon  which 
the  question  of  costs  turned,  was  :  "  The  judgment  should 
have  been  in  his  (the  appellant's)  favor,  for  no  cause  of 
action  and  for  costs."  That  statement  was  specific  enough, 
but  was  not  within  the  provision  under  consideration.  If 
the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  had  been  for  the 
defendant,  the  question  of  costs  would  have  been  deter- 
mined by  the  first  clause  of  the  STlst  section  of  the  Code. 
It  is :  "  Costs  shall  be  allowed  the  prevailing  party  in  judg- 
ments rendered  on  appeal  in  all  cases,  with  the  following 
exceptions  and  limitations.''  Then  follows  the  provisions 
above  quoted.  The  provision  under  consideration  applies 
to  those  statements  in  the  notice  of  appeal  wherein  the 
appellant  conce4es  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  is  in 
some  respects  correct,  but  claims  that  in  some  particular 
or  particulars  the  judgment  should  have  been  more  favor- 
able to  him  than  it  is.  Under  it  the  judgment  is  not  to  be 
reversed  but  corrected,  and  is  to  stand  as  corrected.  The 
court  very  properly  awarded  costs  to  the  plaintiff. 

In  Forsyth  agt.  Ferguson,  the  plaintiff  recovered  $60  dam- 
ages in  the  court  before  the  justice  of  the  peace.  The 
defendant  appealed.  In  the  appellate  court  the  plaintiff 
recovered  |55  damages.  The  statement  in  the  notice  of 
appeal  was :  *'  The  justice  adopted  an  improper  rule  of 
damages;  the  damages  should  be  merely  nominal  under 
the  evidence,  if  the  plaint^  is  entitled  to  any  damages.  The 
judgment  should  have  been  for  the  defendant  and  against 
the  plaintiff."  The  court  held  these  not  to  be  sufficient 
statements  within  the  statute.  The  learned  judge  who 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  after  giving  a  clear 
exposition  of  the  act  said  :  '^  The  statement  does  not  indi- 
cate an  intention  to  allow  the  judgment  to  stand  for  even 
nominal  damages.  •  •  •  s^t  from  the  notice 
taken  together,  the  import  of  the  statement  is  that  the 
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judgment  is  wholly  erroneous.  To  conform  to  this  section 
of  the  statute,  it  should  be  claimed  unqualifiedly  that  the 
judgment  should  be  reduced  to  some  certain  amorunt,  or 
corrected  in  some  other  respects  specified  in  the  notice." 
•  *  *  The  justice  has  no  power  imder  the  section  to 
reverse  the  judgment  or  enter  one  in  favor  of  the  appellant, 
but  merely  to  amend  that  already  rendered.  In  Fox  agt. 
Jfellis^  the  plaintiff  recovered  $159.50  damages  before  the 
justice's  court.  The  defendant  appealed.  In  the  appellate 
court  the  plaintiff*  recovered  $130  damages.  The  state- 
ment' in  the  notice  of  appeal  was :  **  The  judgment  at  most 
should  not  have  been  for  more  than  five  dollars."  The 
supreme  court  held  the  notice  sufficient  under  the  provision 
of  the  statute  under  consideration,  and  awarded  costs  to 
the  defendant.  The  learned  judge  who  delivered  the 
opinion,  places  the  decision  upon  the  ground  that  the  state- 
ment in  the  notice  of  appeal  is  equivalent  to  saying,  ^'  that 
the  judgment  was  for  too  large  a  sum,"  and  then  proceeds 
to  argue  that  such  a  statement  is  sufficient.  I  think  the 
learned  judge  in  his  argument,  and  in  the  ground  upon 
which  he  place^  his  decision,  misconceived  the  provisions 
pf  the  statute.  He  seemed  to  think  that  this  provision  of 
the  statute  made  the  resppndent  the  actor  instead  of  the 
appellant.  That  the  appellant  might  generalize,  but  that 
the  respondent  must  particularize.  But  I  think  the  decision 
in  that  case,  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  costs,  was 
correct.  I  think  that  the  statement  in  the  nl>tice  of  appeal 
was  more  specific  than  the  learned  judge  seems  to  have 
allowed.  I  think  it  was  equivalent  to  saying  that  the  judg- 
ment should  have  been  for  five  dollars  only.  If  so,  it  was 
sufficient ;  had  the  respondent  served  an  offer  to  allow  the 
judgment  to  be  corrected  accordingly,  the  justice  would 
have  had  no  difficulty  in  making  the  correction.  But  th^ 
respondent  did  not  make  an  offer  to  allow  the  judgment  to 
be  corrected.  The  plaintiff  recovered  less  in  the  appellate 
court  than  in  the  court  below,  and  the  statute  plainly  pro- 
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vides  for  such  case  in  the  first  clause  of  the  following  sen- 
tence :  "  If  such  offer  be  not  made,  and  the  judgment  in 
the  county  court  be  made  favorable  to  the  appellant,  then 
the  judgment  in  the  court  below,  or  if  such  offer  be  made 
and  not  accepted,  and  the  judgment  be  more  favorable  to 
the  appellant  than  the  offer  of  the  respondent,  the  appel* 
lant  shall  recover  costs."  The  words  '^made  "  and  ''theUj" 
are  doubtless  clerical  errors.  The  word  "  made  "  should 
be  "  more,"  the  word  **  then  "  should  be  "  than." 

The  second  clause  of  the  above  quoted  sentence  embra- 
ces those  cases  where  the  appellant  states  several  particu- 
lars in  his  notice  of  appeal,  in  which  he  claims  the  judg- 
ment should  have  been  more  favorable  to  him,  and  the  offer 
of  the  respondent  is  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be  corrected 
in  respect  to  some  but  not  all  of  them.  It  seems  to  me 
that  it  would  be  more  consistent  with  the  general  object 
of  the  act,  if  the  above  quoted  sentence  read  :  ''  If  such 
ofier  be  not  made,  and  the  judgment  in  the  appellate  court 
shall  in  any  particular  stated  in  the  notice  of  appeal  be  as 
favorable  to  the  appellant  as  he  claimed  in  such  notice  it 
should  have  been,  or  if  such  offer  be  made  and  not  accepted, 
and  the  judgment  be  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than 
the  offer  of  the  respondent,  the  appellant  shall  recover 
costs." 

Fax  agt.  JVellis,  shows  that  the  appellant  may,  in  his 
notice  of  appeal,  state  a  particular  in  which  the  judgment 
should  have  been  more  favorable  to  him,  which  the  respond- 
ent could  not  and  should  not  allow,  and  by  which  the  costs 
of  the  appeal  as  the  statute  now  is  are  put  upon  the 
respondent  if  the  recovery  in  the  appellate  court  is  but  a 
trifle  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  it  was  in  the 
court  below. 

The  plaintiff  in  ihe  case  before  us  is  entitled  to  costs  on 
the  appeal.  The  order  of  the  special  term  should  be 
reversed. 


238  ^^^^  ^ORK  PRAOTIGS  REPORTS. 

MeEeon  agt.  Lee. 


NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Eliza  McKeon  agt.  William  S.  Lee, 

An  injwutian  will  inae  to  restrain  a  defendant  from  uing  or  numing  hie  faetoiy 
(steam  engine  for  marble  worlc)  whioh  he  has  built  elosely  adjoining  the  plain- 
tiff's premises,  where  it  is  shown  that  the  plaintiff's  premises  are  injured  by  the 
▼ibration  of  the  defendant's  building  when  themaehinery  is  in  motion. 

J^Tew  York  Special  Term,  JVbvcmfter,  1864. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  dam- 
ages alleged  in  the  complaint  to  have  been  done  to  premi- 
ses of  the  plaintiff  by  the  steam  engine  and  machinery  of 
the  defendant's  marble  works  adjoining  the  same,  and  to 
obtain  an  injunction  against  the  continuation  of  the  injury. 

Barbour,  J.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  plaintiff  is 
the  owner  of  two  well  constructed  brick  houses  adjoining 
each  other  in  Bleecker  street,  three  stories  in  height; 
that  some  time  after  those  houses  were  built  the  defendant 
erected  a  five  story  brick  building  upon  a  lot  adjoining  the 
same,  placing  the  southerly  wall  (hereof,  against  and  in 
contact  with  the  northerly  wall  of  one  of  the  plaintiff's 
houses,  and  occupied  and  used  the  same  as  a  steam  mill  for 
sawing  marble,  and  for  other  manufacturing  purposes,  and 
still  continues  to  do  so ;  that  the  movements  of  defendant's 
steam  engine  and  machinery  cause  a  great  vibration  in  the 
body  of  his  building,  and  that  the  same  is  by  means  of  the 
contiguous  walls,  communicated  to  the  plaintiff's  houses, 
where  such  vibration  has  been  and  is  so  great  as  to  shake 
down  the  ceilings  and  loosen  the  walls  of  the  houses,  and 
otherwise  greatly  injure  them,  and  to  render  them  unsafe 
and  uncomfortable  to  such  an  extent  that  their  value  for 
sale  and  for  occupation  has  been  lessened  some  forty  or  fifty 
per  cent. 

From  these  facts  it  seems  evident  that  the  defendant  has 
not  only  disregarded  the  maxim  *'  sic  utere  tuo  ut  ali^num 
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non  l4BdaSf^^  but  also  that  other 'great  rule  in  equity,  which 
requires  every  man  to  do  by  others  as  he  might  properly 
desire  them  to  do  by  him  were  their  relative  conditions 
reversed.  For  if  he  had  not  placed  his  wall  in  act\ial  con* 
tact  with  that  of  the  plaintiff,  but  had  left  a  space  of  no 
more  than  half  an  inch  between  the  two,  it  is  hardly  prob- 
able that  any  vibration  would  have  been  communicated  to 
the  houses  of  the  latter,  of  which  she  would  have  a  right 
to  complain. 
The  plaintiff  must  have  judgment  directing  an  injunction. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 
BoMEYN  Van  Yalkenbuegh  agt.  The  Matoe,  &c.,  of  New 

YOEK. 

ISo  ad  of  the  legiilatnre  appointioff  tonimi$»%on*r9  to  perform  eertain  dntles  in 
uid  for  the  eity  of  New  Tork,  is  binding  upon  the  city,  where  there  ia  no  MMpt* 
once  of  the  act  by  the  corporation, 

Jfew  York  Creneral  Term,  January ^  1865. 
Before  Leonard,  P.  J.,  Baenaed  and  SvtueklajstDj  Justices^ 
Appeal  from  judgment  at  Special  Term. 

for  flaintiff. 
John  E.  Develin,  Corporation  Counsel  for  defendants. 

By  the  Court,  Barnard,  J.  The  legislature  of  the 
state  of  New  York  {Sess.  Laws,  1860,  chap.  505,  page  1003), 
enacted  that  certain  persons  therein  named  be  constituted 
a  board  of  commissioners  '*  to  locate  and  erect  in  the  city  of 
New  Xork  a  suitable  building,  to  be  used  as  a  court  house 
and  place  of  detention  of  persons  brought  to  the  police 
court  in  said  district,  and  the  ground  and  buildings  so  to 
be  purchased  and  erected  shall  be  the  property  of  the  city 
of  New  York." 
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It  is  also,  by  the  act,  provided  that  the  board  of  snper* 
visors  of  the  coupty  of  New  York  shall  levy  by  tax  an 
amount  not  exceeding  $50,000.  Under  this  act  the  com- 
missioners  have  selected  and  agreed  to  buy  of  plaintiff  for 
and  on  behalf  of  the  city  the  lands  described  in  the  com* 
plaint,  and  the  city  refuses  to  accept  the  deed,  and  the 
plaintiff  brings  this  action  against  the  corporate  authori- 
ties to  compel  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract  The 
defendant,  by  demurrer,  presents  this  question  —  are  the 
defendants  liable  for  the  acts  of  this  commission  ?  If  these 
commissioners  are  by  force  of  the  act  agents  of  the  city, 
then  this  demurrer  is  not  well  taken,  and  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  judgment. 

The  first  case  in  our  court  which  I  find  bearing  upon 
this  question  is  Appleton  agt.  The  Water  Commissioners  of 
J^ew  York,  (2  Hill,  432).  These  commissioners  were  ap- 
pointed by  the  governor  and  senate  to  construct  the  Cro- 
ton  aqueduct  for  the  benefit  and  at  the  expense  of  the  city 
of  New  York.  It  was  held  that  the  water  commissioners 
were  not  liable,  and  that  the  remedy  was  against  the  city. 
The  reasons  for  this  judgment  are  not  given. 

In  Clark  agt.  The  Mayor,  4"c.,  of  Jfew  York,  (4  Comstock^ 
S38),  it  was  decided  that  the  judgment,  for  work  done  un- 
der a  contract  with  the  Croton  Water  Commissioners, 
against  the  Mayor  be  reversed  for  errors  on  the  trial,  and 
the  question  of  the  defendants'  liabifity  is  not  noticed. 

In  the  case  of  Bailey  et  aL  agt.  The  Mayor,  ^c,  of  Keiw 
York  (5  HUl,  531),  it  was  distinctly  adjudged  that  the  Wa- 
ter Commissioners  were  the  agents  of  the  city,  but  upon  the 
ground  that  by  the  terms  of  the  Water  Commissioners'  act 
the  city  had  the  power  to  accept  the  charter  or  reject  it, 
and  the  common  council  did  by  resolution  accept  it,  Mr. 
Justice  Nelson  using  this  language :  **  The  acceptance  was 
entirely  voluntary,  for  the  state  could  not  enforce  the 
grant  upon  the  defendants  against  their  will.  This  would 
be  so  on  general  principles  (Angel  and  Ames  on  Corporations^ 
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46,  50,  and  cases  cited) ;  but  here  the  charter  itself,  left  it 
optional  with  the  common  council  to  accept  or  not." 

This  last  case  went  to  the  court  of  errors,  {TheMayor^ 
^c,  of  J^Tew  York  agt.  Bailey,  2  Denio,  433),  and  was  affirmed ; 
one  senator  only  —  senator  Barlow  —  holding  the  broad 
principle  that  the  act  of  itself  made  the  commissioners 
agents  of  the  city. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  cases  fail  to  establish  the 
agency  of  the  commissioners  for  the  defendant  in  this  case, 
where  there  was  no  acceptance  of  the  act  by  the  defend- 
ants. 

It  requires  clear  authority  to  warrant  this  claim.  An 
agent  established  by  law  to  purchase  property  for  the  de- 
fendant, and  at  its  expense  and  without  its  consent,  is  an 
extraordinary  assumption  of  power.  I  cannot  yet  assent 
to  it 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Leonakd  and  Sutherland,  JJ.,  concurred. 


NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Zenas  D.  Basset,  Jr.,  and  others  agt.  Abnee  Ceowell, 
and  others. 

li  if  »  wen  iettled  principle  of  Uw,  tbat  where  a  9U9el  i$  saiied  on  tAorM,  (not 
ehartered)  %\l  the  ownen  axe  responsible  for  her  Hlli,  especially  where  the  itevf 
of  those  bills  show  they  were  for  port  charges. 

Jfew  York  General  Term^  December,  1864. 

Before  Monceief,  P.  J.,  Gaeyin  &  Mc  Cukn,  Justices. 

This  is  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  $1,174. 
01,  being  moneys  advanced  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  de- 
fendants for  and  on  account  of  the  brig  Rogelem,  of  which 
the  defendants  were  owners. 

Vol.  XXVni.  J6 
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Baaset  agt.  Crowoll. 

■  -  

E.  C.  Benedict, /or  p/ain^j^*. 
Dexter  Hawkins,  for  defendants. 

By  the  Court,  McCunn,  J.  It  appears  that  R.  M.  Har- 
rison &  Co.,  of  New  Orleans,  the  agents  of  the  brig,  ad- 
vanced this  sum  as  port  dues,  &c ;  that  one  of  the  owners 
of  the  vessel  requested  that  they,  B.  M.  Harrison  &  Co., 
should  draw  on  plaintiffs  for  the  amount  of  the  advances, 
the  draft  was  accordingly  so  drawn,  and  was  duly  accept- 
ed and  paid  by  plaintiffs,  and  the  amount  of  said  draft 
never  having  been  paid  back  to  plaintiffs,  this  action  is 
brought  against  all  the  owners.  Some  of  the  defendants 
set  up  in  their  answer,  after  alleging  some  immaterial  mat- 
ter, that  they  were  not  responsible  for  the  debts  of  the 
brig,  for,  although  they  were  the  owners,  yet,  at  the  time 
the  advances  were  made,  they  had  let  the  vessel  out  to  one 
Crowell,  a  joint  owner,  and  that  said  Crowell  alone  was 
responsible.  This  was  substantially  the  principal  issue. 
There  is  no  dispute  about  the  fact  that  the  plaintiffs  paid 
out  about  $1,174.01  on  account  of  the  brig,  and  that  the 
advances  had  been  made  at  the  request  of  one  of  the  ow- 
ners (Crowell),  and  the  question  is  simply,  was  that  ad- 
vance of  such  a^nature  under  the  circumstances  as  to  bind 
the  other  owners  ?     I  think  clearly  it  was. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  Crowell 
was  sailing  the  brig  for  the  joint  benefit  of  all  the  defend- 
ants, and  each  was  receiving  a  share  of  the  profits,  and 
they  all  were  to  pay  a  share  of  at  least  some  of  the  bills. 
The  evidence  is  not  that  he  had  chartered  the  vessel,  but 
that  he  was  sailing  her  for  the  joint  benefit  of  all  the  part- 
ners, the  defendants  themselves  included.  This  evidence 
IS  uncontradicted,  and  of  course  at  once  fixes  the  liabili- 
ties of  these  defendants  in  this  action.  Clearly  in  law, 
then,  these  defendants  were  jointly  responsible  with  Crow- 
ell for  this  debt.  There  is  no  more  ,well  settled  principle 
in  law  than,  that  where  a  vessel  is  sailed  on  shares,  all  the 
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Kelfley  »gt.  Mamj. 

owners  are  responsible  for  her  bills,  especially  where  the 
items  of  those  bills  show  they  were  for  port  dues.  This 
embraces  all  the  important  points  of  the  case,  and  the  ex- 
ceptions should,  therefore,  be  overruled,  and  the  judgment 
affirmed,  with  costs. 

MoNcaiEF,  Presiding  Justice,  and  Ga&yin,  Justice,  con- 
curred. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

I*  Charles   Eelset  agt.  Robert   Murray,   United  States 

Marshal. 

An  aetion  to  reoorer  wharfag$  is  an  action  for  a  mora  monty  demand.  And  ia 
rach  an  action  third  persons  hare  no  right  hy  which  thej  can  ask  the  eonrt  to  be 
made  parties  for  the  settlement  of  a  claim  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant, 
irithont  being  asked  to  be  made  parties  by  either  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant. 

Section  122  of  the  Code  is  confined  to  actions  for  the  recovery  of  real  or  speoiile 
personal  property,  bnt  not  to  an  action  for  the  reooyery  of  money. 

JVeto  York  Special  Term,  January^  1865. 

This  was  a  motion  made  on  behalf  of  Ward  &  Gove  for 
an  order  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  proceedings 
by  making  them  parties  defendants  in  this  action.  The 
controversy  was  as  to  wharfage,  over  |5,000,  which  the 
plaintiff  claimed  accrued  to  him  because  of  the  occupation 
of  an  addition  to  a  pier  at  the  foot  of  Sedgwick  street, 
which  he  had  erected,  adjoiniiig  to  another  pier  leased  by 
him  to  Ward  &  Gove.  A  controversy  had  arisen  about 
this  addition,  the  result  of  which  was  that  Eelsey  had 
ejected  Ward  &  Gove  by  legal  process  therefrom.  He  then 
sued  the  marshal  to  recover  for  the  wharfage  of  the  addi* 
tion  erected  by  him.  After  issue  was  joined  in  that  suit, 
this  application  was  made. 
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KelMj  agt.  Murray. 

S.  Sanxat,  fw  Ward  4r  Gave. 

E.  S.  Vail,  far  defendant,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Dennis  McMahon,  for  plaintiff',  in  apparition. 

Ingraham,  p.  J.  Action  for  wharfage.  The  amount  due 
is  admitted.  The  only  queation  ia,  whether  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover.  Kelsey  was  the^  proprietor  of  the 
pier,  as  originally  built,  and  leased  it  to  Ward  &  Gove. 
During  the  lease  the  plaintiff  built  adjoining  the  outer  end 
of  the  pier  an  additional  pier  which  deprived  Ward  &  Gove 
of  the  use  of  that  side  of  the  original  pier.  The  wharfage 
accrued  from  vessels  lying  alongside  of  the  new  pier.  Ward 
&  Gove  move  to  h%ve  the  plaintiff  amend  his  proceedings 
BO  as  to  make  them  parties  to  this  action. 

1.  It  is  not  necessary,  for  an  entire  adjudication  of  the 
questions  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  that  these 
persons  should  be  admitted  as  parties ;  aU  the  matters 
claimed  by  them  can  be  set  up  as  a  defence  to  the  plain- 
tiff's claim,  and  unless  the  plaintiff  establishes  his  title  to 
the  wharfage  he  cannot  recover. 

2.  If  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  defendant  has  asked  to 
have  Ward  &  Gove  made  parties,  they  have  no  right  by 
which  they  can  ask  to  be  made  parties  for  the  settlement 
of  a  claim  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant. 

3.  I  do  not  think  an  action  to  recover  wharfage  can  be 
said  to  be  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  real  or  personal 
property.  It  is  for  a  mere  money  demand.  If  an  action 
to  recover  moneys  claimed  to  be  due  is  to  be  considered, 
an  action  for  the  recovery  of  personal  property,  then  third 
parties  may  in  all  actions  on  contract  seek  to  be  brought  in 
as  parties  to  such  actions  where  they  have  a  claim  adverse 
to  the  plaintiff.  Such  was  not  the  intent  of  the  122d  sec- 
of  the  Code,  but  it  is  confined  to  the  recovery  of  real  or 
specific  personal  property,  but  not  to  an  action  for  the  re- 
covery of  money. 

4.  If  it  were  necessary  to  pass  upon  the  question  wheth- 
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flclmyler  agt.  Hargons. 

er  Ward  &  Gove  have  any  right  to  this  wharfage,  I  should 
hesitate  before  expresiing  my  opinion  to  that  effect.  A 
similar  question  arose  in  the  case  of  Marshall  agt.  Givin  (1 
Keman^  461,  476),  where  a  proprietor  of  a  wharf  claimed  a 
right  to  the  wharfage  upon  an  extension  of  the  original 
wharf.  Denio,  J.,  says :  ''If  there  has  been  an  invasion  of 
the  rights  of  the  proprietors  in  that  respect  (by  destroying 
the  power  to  collect  wharfage  at  the  end  of  the  pier),  the 
law  provides  an  appropriate  remedy.  That  remedy  does 
not  consist  in  vesting  in  the  proprietor  of  the  rights  taken 
away  similar  rights  arising  at  another  place,  and  which 
may  be  of  a  very  different  value  from  those  of  which  they 
had  been  depfived ; "  and  again,  "  The  proprietor  cannot 
make  title  to  any  part  of  the  extended  pier,  or  to  any  right 
of  wharfage  arising  upon  it."  When  Ward  A  Gove  were 
dispossessed  of  their  possession  in  the  added  wharf,  they 
ceased  to  have  any  claim  to  wharfage. 
The  motion  is  denied,  with  $10  costs* 
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CouBTLAND  ScHUTLE&i  ftgt.  Locis  E.  Haboovi,  Jr.,  and 

others. 

•# 

Whero>  immediately  after  goodfl  hare  been  placed  in  the  ehai^  of  umm/On^  ear" 
rUrs,  for  transportation,  two  different  parties,  with  distlHet  and  tepsTste  tn* 
UntUf  prMent  tbemNiref  «i  olatnanti  qf  tbe  goodie  oye  Af  which  brings  an 
aotion  against  the  carriers,  fbr  the  recoTcry  of  the  goods,  and  the  other  threat* 
ens  an  aotion,  it  is  a  proper  case  for  a  bin  of  interpltadtr  hj  the  defendants 
nader  seotiea  1S8  of  the  Code. 

Where  aU  the  parties  in  sneh  case  consent,  the  th€rif.ma.j  allow  the  ship  to  pzo- 
ceed  on  her  yoyage  and  haye  the  goods  sold  in  a  distant  port,  and  the  prooeedt 
brought  here  and  deposited  in  court,  wfakh  wiU  be  a  ralid  ^protection  to  tha 
ahcriff  far  the  sale  of  th«  gooda. 

J\rew  York  Special  Term,  January,  1865. 
Motion  by  defendants  for  an  interpleader,  under  section 
122  of  the  Code. 
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Sehnjler  »gt.  Hwgovs. 

BicHABD  O'GoRMAN,  ybr  defendants  and  moHon. 
PoRTEE  A  Newman,'  for  plaintiffs  opposed. 

/ 
McCuNN,  J.    The  defendanta  are  common  carriers,  and  the 

property  in  question  was  placed  in  their  charge  for  transpor- 
tation to  a  distant  port.  Immediately  after  the  goods  had 
been  placed  in  their  steamship,  and  after  a  large  quantity  of 
other  freight  had  been  stowed  on  top  of  the  same,  two  dif- 
ferent parties,  with  distinct  and  separate  interests,  pre- 
sented themselves  as  claimants  of  the  goods  immediately 
before  the  sailing  of  the  ship.  One  brings  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  the  goods,  and  the  other  threatens  action.  In 
this  dilemma,  the  defendants,  who  are  the  mei:e  custodians 
of  the  property,  invoke  the  aid  of  this  court,  under  the 
122d  section  of  the  code,  and  ask  that  the  party  who 
claims  the  property  be  substituted  in  their  stead  as  defend- 
ants, and  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  more  proper  case  for  such 
interposition  could  hardly  exist. 
^  The  parties  filing  a  bill  of  interpleader  claim  no  relief 
from  either  party,  they  simply  ask  for  the  direction  of  the 
court  as  to  their  duty  in  the  premises,  and  for  this  purpose, 
it  is  enough  for  them  to  know  that  the  same  debt  is  claimed 
or  duty  required  by  different  and  separate  parties,  and  that 
tiiey  are  uncertain  with  which  of  the  two  claims  to  comply. 
This  was  held  by  the  chancellor  to  be  the  correct  doctrine 
in  a  question  of  this  nature  in  the  case  of  Bedell  agt.  Hoff- 
man (2  Paige  Ch.  R.  190). 

This  case  is  not  similar,  in  any  respect,  to  the  case  of 
Vietor  agt.  The  United  States  and  Mr.  Cisco  (16  Mbotfs  Prac- 
tice Reports).  There  the  plaintiff,  by  his  own  motion,  ob- 
truded himself  upon  the  court ;  he  had  placed  himself  in  a 
position  to  be  sued,  by  his  own  wrongful  act,  and  he  was 
not  ignorant  of  the  claims  of  the  adverse  party ;  here  the 
defendants  who  seek  this  relief  are  innocent  parties,  and 
are  forced  into  their  present  position  by  the  acts  of  these 
several  claimants.  *' 
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People  agt.  HarrisoB. 

As  to  the  qaestion  of  sale  by  the  sheriff!  The  rule  of 
law  laid  down  in  the  case  of  McRay  agt.  Harrower  (27  Bar- 
bour)^ is  undoubtedly  correct.  It  does  not,  however,  apply 
in  this  case.  In  that  case  the  sheriff  sold  without  the  or- 
der of  the  couH;,  and  without  any  consent  from  the  parties 
in  the  action.  In  this  case  all  the  parties  consented  that 
the  sheriff  should  allow  the  ship  to  proceed  on  her  voyage/^ 
and  that  the  captain  should  sell  the  goods  in  Havana  and 
bring  the  gold,  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  goods,  into 
court,  y' 

The  defendants'  motion  granted ;  and  as  they  have  been 
forced  into  their  present  position  by  the  action  of  the  sev- 
eral parties  claiming  the  property,  they,  should  have  costs. 


% 


SUPEEMB  COURT. 
The  People  agt.  Levi  F.  Haeeisok,  and  others. 

A  bOfU^giTon  bjT  a  tavern  keeper  under  the  act  of  1867»  prohibiting  the  keeping  of 
**%  gambling  table  of  any  deeoription>"  4o.,  ia  broken^  where  a  MiMarii  to5i« 
If  kept  for  nae  in  tneh  tayem. 

Chautauque  Special  Term,  January,  1865. 

Trial  by  the  court.  Action  to  recover  the  penalty  of  a 
bond  given  by  the  defendant  Harrison,  as  a  tavern  keeper, 
and  his  sureties. 

Warren  &  Mokj^is,  for  plaint^s. 
W.  A.  Bardek, /or  defendants. 

Marvin,  J.  The  condition  of  the  bond  is,  that  Harrison, 
during  the  time  he  shall  keep  an  inn,  tavern  or  hotel,  will 
not  suffer  it  to  be  disorderly,  or  suffer  any  gambling,  or 
keep  a  gambling  table  of  any  description,  within  the  inn, 
tavern  or  hotel,  soliept  by  him,  or  in  oany  out-houae,  yard 
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People  a^.  HftrrSMD. 

or  garden  belongiDg  thereto.  {See  act  of  1857,  chap.  628, 
^  7,  or  Statutes  at  Large^  vol.  4,  p.  46.)  It  was  admitted 
upon  the  trial  that  the  defendant  Harrison,  kept  in  the  ho- 
tel,  a1)illiard  table;  and. that  his  guests  and  others  used 
it,  under  a  rule,  that  the  losing  party  of  each  game,  should 
pay  to  Harrison,  for  the  use  of  t6e  table,  the  sum  of  twen- 
ty cents.     Harrison  furnished  lights  and  attendants. 

The  question  raised  is,  was  there  a  breach  of  the  bond? 
It  is  argued  that  what  was  actually  done,  was  gambling ; 
and  this  position  was  earnestly  denied.  It  is  not  necessa- 
ry to  decide  this  question.  {See  the  People  agt.  Sergeant, 
8  C&wen^  139.)  In  my  opinion  the  condition  of  the  bond 
was  broken.  By  the  act  of  1801  {see  1  R.  L.  1813,  p.  178, 
^  6),  the  bond  was  to  contain  a  condition,  among  other 
things,  that  the  innkeeper  should  not  '*  keep  any  billiard 
table  or  other  gambling  table,  or  shuffle  board,  within,"  &c. 
The  same  language  is  used  in  the  Revised  Statutes  {vol.  1, 
679,  §  7).  The  statutes  speak  of  disorder,  cock  fighting 
and  gaming,  or  playing  with  cards  or  dice,  and  then  follows 
the  language  touching  the  keeping  of  any  billiard  table  or 
pther  gaming  table,  or  shuffling  board.  We  have  seen  the 
language  of  the  act  of  1857.  He  is  not  to  suffer  the  inn 
or  hotel  to  be  disorderly,  or  suffer  any  gambling,  or  keep  a 
gambling  table  of  any  description*  within  the  inn.  By  the 
Bevised  Laws  and  the  Revised  Statutes,  there  is  a  clear 
implication  that  a  billiard  table  is  a  gaming  table — a  billiard 
table  or  other  gaming  table.  The  legislature  so  regarded 
it  when  kept  in  an  inn  or  tavern,  however  it  was  regarded 
at  common  law.  The  prohibition  in  the  act  of  1857,  is  to 
the  keeping  of  a  gambling  table  of  any  description.  In 
my  opinion  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature  by 
this  change  of  words  to  change  the  law.  I  am,  therefore, 
of  the  opinion  that  the  condition  of  the  bond  in  this  case 
was  broken,  by  keeping  the  billiard  table  in  the  manner  ii 
was  kept  within  the  hotel. 
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Arnold  agt.  Johnflton. 

It  was  admitted  npon  the  trial  that  the  defendant  Har- 
rison suffered  gambling  in  the  hotel.  There  mast  be  judg* 
ment  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  penalty  of  the  bond,  $260. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Lemuel  Abnold  agt.  Robebt  JoHireToir. 

A  verbal  a$8igimeni  of  »  domand  arUing  on  oonlnot,  to  the  defendant  against  th« 
plaintiff,  before  suit  brought,  in  these  words,  **  I  assign  this  olaim  oyer  to  yon 
if  there  is  any  diffionlty,*'  is  not  good  as  a  »$t-qf  or  tcmt^r^tMrn* 

Special  Term^  January,  1865. 

The  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  for  damages  for  breach 
of>  covenant  in  this,  that  the  defendant  had  conveyed  to 
him  premises  in  Fifty-eighth  street,  in  this  city,  with  full 
covenants  of  warranty,  seizin,  and  against  incumbranceSi 
yet  that  on  the  premises  there  were  divers  assessments 
which  he  was  compelled  to  pay,  and  now  sued  to  recover. 

The  defendant  set  up  various  counter-claims,  amongst 
which  was  an  alleged  counter-claim  for  commissions  said 
to  have  been  earned  by  him  in  copartnership  with  one  Wil« 
liam  H«  Johnston,  in  selling  for  the  plaintiff  divers  lots  on 
Mnrray  Hill,  in  this  city.  The  defendant  claimed  that  his 
partner  had  verbally  assigned  his  interest  in  the  claim  over 
to  him  before  the  right  of  action  had  accrued  to  the  plain- 
tiff. The  alleged  assignment  was  by  this  language :  *'  I 
assign  this  claim  over  to  you  if  there  is  any  difficulty."  No 
consideration  for  the  assignment  was  proven. 

Mb.  Lawton,  for  the  defendant^ 
claimed  the  facts  constituting  his  counter-claim  were  proven* 

Mb.  McMahon,  for  the  plainti/fi 
insisted  that  to  constitute  a  valid  set-off  it  must  be  shown 
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to  be  a  valid  demand  existing  between  the  defendant  and 
the  plaintiff;  that  it  existed  in  favor  of  the  defendant  and 
William  H.  Johnston  against  the  plaintiff,  did  not  authorize 
the  application  of  the  rules  of  set-off.  He  claimed  that 
the  assignment  was  invalid,  as  made  without  consideration, 
orally,  and  without  any  real  intention  to  pass  the  right  to 
the  claim. 

BradTj^F.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  sum  of  $76.87,  with  interest  from  28th  January,  1860. 
The  assignment  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  W.  H. 
Johnston  to  the  defendant  of  a  demand  against  the  plain- 
tiff, was  not  such  as  the  law  requires,  assuming  for  the  pur- 
poses  of  this  question,  and  only  for  that  purpose  that  the 
demand  existed  in  fact.  The  defendant  states  that  W.  H. 
Johnston  said  to  him :  ''  I  assign  this  claim  to  you  if  there 
comes  any  difCiculty,"  although  the  absence  of  any  consid* 
eration  might  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  assignment,  were 
it  otherwise  fhll  in  ^  its  substance,  yet  the  conditional 
character  of  it  shows  that  unless  there  was  some  difficulty 
between  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff  in  reference  to  the 
subject  matter  of  this  action  the  assignment  was  not  to 
operate.  I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  case  in  which 
such  an  assignment  has  been  sustained  as  a  good  set-off  or 
counter-claim. 

It  may  be  looked  upon  as  a  transfer,  to  be  of  no  effect 
until  the  instant  of  time  when  this  action  was  commenced, 
because  at  that  moment  the  difficulty  must  be  regarded  as 
beginning  in  relation  to  the  claim  herein  prosecuted.  Were 
the  condition  one  lyhich  imposed  some  duty  or  obligation 
upon  the  defendant,  or  subjected  him  to  any  personal  or 
pecuniary  disadvantage,  however  slight,  it  might  have  the 
effect  designed.  The  assignment  here,  however,  presents 
no  such  characteristics.  It  is  a  conditional  assignment 
without  consideration,  and  intended  to  further  litigation^ 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  overruling  the  counter-claim. 
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Tbomas  Mu&fhy,  and  others,  appellants  agt.  Herman  Boker, 
and  others,  respondents. 

When  s  lole  Hn^  isiu$  of  fact  Ib  preMnted  for  tlie  eottsidentloii  of  s  /ory  m  to 
what  i«  the  proper  oonttmetion  aad  meaning  to  be  giren  to  a  olaoee  in  a  oontrael 
of  aale  in  thete  words,  <'  plain  seasonable  No.  1  (bnifalo)  robes,"  to  settle  the 
quality  of  the  krticle  thus  described,  and  sixwitnesses  testify  on  that  particniar 
issne,  four  for  the  plaintilT  and  two  for  the  defendant,  their  rerdiet  for  tha 
defendant  most  be  considered  on  appeal  as  eoneluiivo. 

The  oonrt  ean  nerer  exclude  relerant  testimony  because  it  does  not  establish  at 
once  the  issne  to  which  it  relates;  the  different  links  must  be  introdueed  in  sue* 
oesdon.  The  party  against  whom  it  is  introduced  is  amplj protected  against  any 
pr^udiee,  by  his  right  to  eall  on  the  court  to  direct  the  jury  to  disregard  it  for 
all  purposes  where  it  is  not  prima  facie  eyidenee  of  any  material  issne.  It  la 
no  ground  of  complaint  that  the  court  in  such  a  ease  has  not  Tolonteered  to  warn 
the  jury  against  being  misled,  or  a  reason  to  grant  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of 
an  oversight.  • 

Where  every  ixe^Um  in  the  ease  bears  on  matters  not  relating  to  the  tola  iatmm 
submitted  to  the  jury,  and  ovidenea  is  rejected  not  bearing  on  such  laiaa» 
although  eompetentfor  other  purposes,  the  exception  to  it  will  not  lie. 

Heard  General  Term,  Jfovember^  1864. 

Decided  December  31,  1864. 

Before  Robertso)^,  C.  /.,  Monell  and  McCuitn,  Justices. 

Some  time  prior  to  the  16th  day  of  September,  1862,  the 
plaintifis  and  defendants  entered  into  a  negotiation  for  the 
sale  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffs  of  a  lot  of  buffalo 
robes,  which  was  consummated  on  the  16th  of  September, 
and  a  memorandum  was  signed  by  the  defendants  as  follows : 
•*New  York,  September  16th,  1862. 

'*  We  hereby  state  that  we  have  sold  this  day  to  Messrs. 
Murphy,  Griswold  &  Co.,  19  Murray  street,  about  two 
hundred  bales  of  buffalo  robes,  plain  seas.  JVb.  1,  more  or 
less,  now  stored  at  29  Dey  street,  at  price  of  $5.37|  per 
robe,  net  cash  on  delivery.  Delivery  of  fifty  bales  to  be 
made  on  next  and  succeeding  Monday. 

*'  Herman  Boker  A  Co."' 

The  words  "  plain  seas.  No.  1,"  was  interlined  in  the 
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memorandum.  On  the  22d  of  September,  the  defendants 
delivered  fifty  bales  of  the  robes  from  No.  29  Dey  street, 
in  pursuance  of  such  memorandum,  which  the  plaintiflfs 
returned  to  the  defendants  and  refused  to  receive.  The 
defendants  on  the  same  day  requested  the  plaintiffs  to  fulfill 
their  contract,  which  they  did  not  do.  The  plaintiffs  refused 
to  receive  the  robes,  and  never  did  accept  any  of  them. 
The  plaintiffs  then  commenced  this  action,  averring  that 
the  defendants  had  refused  to  deliver  the  goods  sold  to 
them,  and  claimed  damages  in  the  sum  of  $3,000  for  non- 
delivery of  the  goods  sold  pursuant  to  the  written  memo- 
randum. The  defendants,  among  other  defences,  allege 
that  they  tendered  the  robes  agreed  to  be  sold,  and  that 
the  plaintiffs  refused  to  accept  them,  &c.  There  was  no 
dispute  about  the  fact  that  the  robes  mentioned  in  the 
written  memorandum  as  being  stored  at  No.  29  Dey  street, 
were  tendered  to  the  plaintiffs  by  the  defendants,  and  that 
they  declined  to  receive  them  upon  the  ground  that  they 
were  not^  **  plain  seas.  No.  1 "  robes. 

A.  R.  Dyett,  for  appellants. 

I.  Under  the  pretence  of  establishing  a  title  to  affirma- 
tive relief  by  conforming  the  terms  of  the  contract  to  the 
one  really  made,  evidence  of  extemporaneous  conversations, 
and  of  an  alleged  parol  agreement  was  let  in,  which  while 
it  utterly  failed  to  establish  any  mistake  was  before  the 
jury,  and  could  not  fail  to  affect  their  decision  by  inducing 
them  to  believe  that  the  words  in  question  in  the  contract 
were  entirely  immaterial  and  of  no  consequence,  because 
we  had  a  full  opportunity  to  examine  the  goods,  and  under- 
took  to  do  so,  and  our  not  doing  so  was  our  own  fault,  ergo^ 
"  €aveai  tmptor ! "  said  the  jury,  and  the  defendant  had  a 
verdict.  Had  the  jury  been  governed  by  the  evidence 
upon  the  question  whether  the  robes  were  such  as  described 
in  the  contract  (and  which  was  the  only  question  in  the 
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case),  their  verdict  must  have  been  the  other  way,  or  it 
would  have  been  against  evidence  (see  point  Vll^  infra).  It 
is  scarcely  necessary  to  cite  authority  to  show  that  the 
evidence  in  question,  except  to  show  such  a  mistake  in 
reducing  the  contract  to  writing  as  would  call  on  a  court 
of  equity  to  reform  it,  could  not  have  been  admitted.  The 
plaintiff  could  take  no  valid  objection  to  the  testimony 
when  offered,  and  if  it  failed  to  prove  the  facts  which  it 
was  offered  to  establish,  it  was  in  vain  to  attempt  to  over- 
come its  effects  upon  the  jury  by  any  argument  or  charge 
from  the  court.  The  defendants  evidently  never  expected 
to  prove  either  fraud  or  mistake  in  reducing  the  contract 
to  writing,  but  cunningly  adopted  that  theory  for  the  pur- 
pose of  getting  in  this  improper  evidence,  and  they  suc- 
ceeded, but  the  court  will  not  permit  the  plaintiffs  to  be 
thus  defrauded  of  their  verdict,  and  will  grant  a  new  trial 
on  this  ground  alone.  (1  Grah.  tf  Wat.  an  Jfew  Trials^  54, 
56,361,  362,  369,  370;  2  Id.  43,  47,  50,  613,  645;  3  Id. 
1204,  et  seq.  1527.) 

II.  The  court  erred  in  admitting  the  question  put  to  the 
witness  Punke,  one  of  the  defendants,  by  his  own  counsel : 
"  Did  you  or  not  state  positively  what  the  quality  of  these 
goods  was  ?"  The  answer  of  the  witness  illustrates  the 
error.  The  written  contract  did  positively  state  the  quality, 
but  the  defendant  was  permitted  to  swear  he  "  only  ex- 
pressed an  opinion,"  which  we  concede  would  not  be  a 
warranty,  or  bind  the  defendants  *to  deliver  that  quality 
of  goods,  and  so  doubtless  the  jury  supposed.  Such  evi- 
dence was  not  even  admissible  to  prove  the  defendants' 
allegation  of  mistake  in  inserting  the  words  "  plain  seas. 
No.  1."  not  only  because  it  did  not  tend  to  prove  any  such 
mistake  as  the  court  could  take  notice  of,  but  because  the 
witness'  previous  testimony  showed  that  no  such  mistake 
had  occurred. 

III.  The  court  erred  in  admitting  the  question  at  folios 
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61,  62.  The  previous  question  put  to  the  witness  and 
answered  by  him,  was  the  proper  one. 

IV.  The  couf  t  erred  in  admitting  the  question,  "  what 
was  the  quality  of  those  robes  at  that  time  ?"  for  the  rea- 
sons stated  in  the  grounds  of  objection  set  forth  in  the  case 
{Code,  ^^  IS,' 159). 

y.  The  court  erred  in  excluding  the  question  at  folio  83, 
to  the  plaintiff  Murphy.  The  object  was  to  contradict 
Funke  {fob.  28,  32,  84,  37,  38,  39,  41,  62,  53),  but  was 
competent  for  that  purpose,  ^nd  see  next  paint,  and  the 
witness  Murphy's  previous  evidence. 

YI.  The  court  erred  in  excluding  the  question  at  folio 
84,  to  the  same  witness.  It  was  not  only  competent  to 
contradict  Funke  (fols.  29  to  54,  epecially  33  to  42),  but  was 
^competent  in  rebuttal.  Besides,  as  shown  in  our  first  point, 
the  defendant  had  been  permitted  to  smuggle  in  evidence 
of  the  conversations  cotemporaneous  with  the  contract  and 
inter  alia,  that  as  they  pretended,  they  did  not  know  the 
meaning  of  the  words  ^'  plain  seas.  No.  1."  .  Yet  this  state- 
ment was  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury,  and  Murphy  was  pre- 
vented from  showing  that  the  defendant  Funke,  who  made 
the  contract  and  interlined  these  mystic  words,  did  so 
without  any  pretence  of  ignorance  of  their  meaning*  The 
evidence  was  highly  important,  and  the  error  was  fatal  in 
excluding  it. 

YII.  The  verdict,  re^garding  the  sole  question  to  be  (as 
it  is)  whether  the  buffalo  robes  tendered  were  such  as  de- 
scribed in  the  contract,  was  so  clearly  against  the  evidence 
as  to  show  that  the  jury  were  influenced  by  partiality  or 
prejudice,  or  misapprehended  the  evidence.  Evidence  for 
the  plaintiffs, — Murphy,  Michael  Ball,  Bouton,  McKenna, — 
four  witnesses  :  Evidence  for  defendants  {see  paint  III), 
one  toitness  only,  because  the  defendants'  witness,  Munroe, 
the  clerk  of  defendants  other  witness,  states  that  he  under- 
stands *^  plain  seasonable  JVo.  1,"  to  be  the  same  thing  as 
**  JVb.  1,"  upon  which  point  all  the  other  witnesses,  including 
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his  employer,  differ  from  him,  and  it  is  entirely  inconsistent 

with  the  whole  theory  of  the  defendants'  case.     (7  Haw. 

Pr.  fi.  64 ;  1  C<yu>en,  109 ;  1  Caines'  R.  162^  6  HUl,  444.)  . 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

Ira  D.  Waeren,  for  respondents. 

f 

I.  The  only  question  submitted  to  the  jury  in  this  case 

was  whether  or  not  the  robes  tendered  to  the  plaintiffs 
were  what  are  known  in  the  trade  as  "  plain  seas.  No.  1 " 
robes.  The  jury  found  this  in  favor  of  the  defendants, 
which  finding  is  fully  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

1.  There  was  no  standard  for  •*  plain  seas.  No.  1 "  robes.^ 
In  Murphy's  testimony  he  swears  he  was  in  the  habit  of 
selling  No.  3  for  No.  1  to  his  customers. 

2.  The  witness  Herbeck,  who  afterwards- bought  this  lot 
of  robes  and  sold  them  to  his  customers,  swears  that  they 
were  in  his  opinion  ^*  plain  seasonable  No.  1."  Also  the 
witness  Munroe,  who  saw  and  examined  these  robes,  and 
sold  a  large  part  of  them. 

3.  The  plaintiff  sweaiys  that  he  examined  six  bales  of  the 
robes  and  found  the  poorest  of  them  as  good  as  he  sold  to 
his  customers  as  No.  1.  He  swears  that  No.  3  was  No.  1 
when  robes  were  not  plenty.  The  whole  evidence  upon 
that  subject  fully  sustains  the  verdict,  and  there  is  no  such 
preponderance  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  as  to  warrant  anew 
trial.  •  (6  Cowen,  682 ;  7  Barb.  271 ;  27  Barb.  528 ;  Stod- 
dard agt.  Long  Island  R.  R.  Co.  5  Sandf.  180;  ^dsit  agt. 
Wilson,  7  How.  64.) 

II.  The  first  exception  taken  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  ques- 
tion :  "Did  you  state  positively  what  the  quality  of  those 
goods  were  ?"  is  not  well  taken.  It  had  no  bearing  on  the 
question  upon  which  the  case  went  to  the  jury,  and  the 
answer  could  have  no  possible  bearing  as  to  whether  the* 
robes  were  "  plain  seas.  No.  1."  The  motion  at  folio  54, 
was  to  strike  out  testimony  the  plaintiff  bad,  called  out  in 
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answer  to  a  direct  question.  No  exception  was  taken  to 
this  ruling  {Starkde  on  Evidence,  144, 145,  §  27).  The  next 
exception  is  not  well  taken.  It  was  competent  and  proper 
to  prove  what  a  ^*  plain  seasonable  No.  1 "  robe  was,  and 
if  the  objection  was  to  the  form  of  the  question,  it  should 
have  been  so  stated.  The  last  exception  is  not  well  taken. 
The  answer  avers  performance  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants. The  two  exceptions  at  folio  83  are  not  well  taken. 
They  were  questions  put  to  the  plaintiff,  who  had  once 
been  fully  examined,  and  were  not  in  rebuttal.  It  was 
immaterial  how  they  got  at  the  price.^  It  could  not  deter- 
mine whether  they  were  **  plain  seas."  robes  or  not.  The 
jury  found  that  the  robes  were  ''  plain  seas.  No.  1,"  upon 
the  only  question  submitted  to  them,  and  all  these  excep- 
tions become  immaterial.  {Smith  agt.  Kerr,  1  Barb.  155 ; 
Craig  agt.  Spraguej  12  Wend.  41 ;  Hayden  agt.  Palmer,  T 
Hill,  118  ;  Forest  agt.  Forest,  6  Duer,  102.) 

III.  All  the  questions  of  law  as  to  the  validity  and  con- 
struction of  the  pretended  contract  were  decided  by  his 
honor  the  judge  at  the  trial,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs.  But 
if  he  erred  in  so  doing,  and  by  a  correct  construction  of 
the  contract  the  plaintiff  cannot  in  any  aspect  of  the  case 
recover,  then  the  court  will  not  grant  a  new  trial  if  proper 
evidence  was  rejected,  or  improper  evidence  was  admitted. 
{Elsey  agt.  Metcalf,  1  Denio,  323 ;  Edmonston  agt.  McLoud, 
16  Jf.Y.  543  ;  Hortone^gt.  Hendershot,  1  Hill,  118;  Hayden 
agt.  Palrner,  1  Hill,  385 ;  Hyle  agt  JV'elson,  2  John.  46.) 

IV.  The  contract  claimed  to  have  been  made  was  for 
112,480.75  worth  of  buffalo  robes,  and  as  nothing  was  paid 
and  no  part  of  the  goods  delivered,  the  contract  must  be 
in  writing,  and  must  be  subscribed  by  the  parties  to  be 
charged  thereby. 

1.  It  was  only  signed  by  the  defendants.  The  plaintiffs 
do  not  agree  to  take  the  robes ;  they  do  not  agree  to  do 
anything.  There  is  no  mutuality.  The  case  of  Lester  agt. 
Jwett  (12  Barb,  502),  is  directly  in  point. 
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2.  It  is  not  the  coniract,  but  a  statement  in  writing  that 
the  defendants  have  sold,  viz. :  by  some  other  contract. 

3.  There  is  no  consideration  expressed  in  the  contract, 
and  none  was  proved  on  the  trial ;  the  plaintiffs  do  not 
agree  to  take  the  robes ;  they  do  not  agree  to  pay  for  them, 
and  not  a  word  importing  a  consideration  appears  on  the 
fftce  of  the  contract,  nor  in  the  evidence.  It  is  essential 
that  the  memorandnm  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds 
should  be  a  mutual,  complete,  valid,  binding  contract  in  all 
its  parts,  and  if  no  consideration  is  expressed  one  must  be 
proved.  {Burnet  agt.  Bisco^  4  John.  235  ;  People  agt.  Howell^ 
4  John.  293  ;  Parsons  on  Contracts^  vol.  1,  p.  3&3 ;  U.  ^  S. 
R.  R.  Co.  agt.  Brii^erhoof,  21  Wend.  141.)  The  legislature 
did  not  intend  when  they  onaeted  the  statute  of  frauds,  to 
make  contracts  less  formal,  nor  to  make  contracts  which 
were  not  contracts  before.  It  simply  requires  the  contract, 
of  which  the  consideration  is  an  essential  part,  to  be  re- 
duced to  writing.  Under  this  agreement  the  plaintiffb 
were  not  bound  to  take  the  robes.  {U^moreux  agt.  Oould, 
3  Selden,  349 ;  Lees  agt  Whitcombr  5  Bmg.  34.)  In  the 
case  of  Sears  ngt.  Brink  (3  John.  209),  which  was  decided 
before  section  2  of  the  statute  of  frauds  was  amended, 
requiring  the  consideration  to  be  expressed  in  the  agreement, 
the  court  held  that  the  memorandum  in  writing  must  show 
the  consideration.  When  this  decision  was  made,  section 
2  of  the  statute  of  frauds  stood  as  section  3  now  does. 
This  decision  has  never  been  reversed,  but  has  been  referred 
to  with  approbation  {Brewster  agt.  Siknee,  4  Selden,  212), 

Y.  By  the  terms  of  this  memorandum  it  was  the  sale  of 
a  certain  lot  of  robes,  partioularly  pointed  out  and  identi- 
fied, viz. :  **  About  two  hundred  bales,  more  or  less,  now 
stored  at  No.  29  Dey  street."  This  was  a  sale  of  an  ascer- 
tained and. identified  article,  and  not  of  a  particular  class 
or  description  of  goods.  In  this  case  nothing  but  the  iden- 
tical goods  sold  would  answer  the  contract,  and  the  pur- 
chaser could  call  for  none  other  under  it.  There  is  a  clear 
Vol.  XXVIII.  17 
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distinction  between  this  and  the  sale  of  a  particular  class 
or  description  of  goods,  which  can  be  filled  by  furnishing 
goods  fairly  answering  the  description  given  in  the  contract, 
and  under  which  the  purchaser  has  a  right  to  call  for  goods 
of  such  description  {Addison  on  Contracts,  2d  American  edi- 
Hon,  228). 

(a)  The  plain  significance  of  the  language,  the  words 
^^mort  or  less"  and  the  evidence  at  folios  12,  13,  and 
throughout  the  case,  show  conclusively  that  none  other 
than  these  particular  robes  were  referred  to  or  intended 
by  the  parties. 

(5)  The  remedy  of  the  plaintiffs  if  the  goods  did  not 
answer  the  description  was  to  refuse  to  receive  them,  and 
rescind  the  sale,  or  if  the  representation  amounted  to  a 
warranty,  to  take  the  goods  and  bring  an  action  on  the 
warranty. 

VI.  The  words  ^^  plain  seas.  J^To.  1,"  wer^not  a  warranty, 
or  a  representation  amounting  to  a  warranty.  A  tender 
of  the  robes  at  29  Dey  street,  was  a  compliance  with  the 
contract,  and  this  view  is  fully  sustained  by  the  cases. 
{Jennings  agt.  Gratz,  3  Rawle,  168  ;  Carley  agt.  WUkins,  6 
Barh.  557 ;  Wi'ndsor  agt.  Lomhardy  18  PicAr,  1 ;  Farley  agt 
Bispham,  10  Barr.  320.) 

(a)  The  plaintiff  had  an  opportunity  to  examine  the 
goods,  and  in  the  absence  of  fraud  the  rule  caveat  emptor 
applies.  {Bieme  agt.  Bumside,  1  Selden,  95 ;  Salisbury  agt. 
Stainer,  19  Wend.  159.) 

VII,  If  the  contract  be  held  to  be  a  sale  with  warranty 
of  quality,  the  plaintiffs  having  sent  back  the  -part  of  the 
goods  they  had  received,  and  refused  the  balance,  and  the 
defendants  assenting,  the  contract  was  rescinded  and  at  an 
end,  and  neither  party  is  entitled  to  damages  against  the 
other.  A  purchaser  with  warranty  cannot  refuse  to  receive 
the  goods  and  then  recover  for  a  breach  of  warranty.  The 
ground  of  the  action  upon  a  warranty  is  that  the  goods 
delivered  to  and  received  by  the  purchaser  do  not  answer  the 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.       259 

Marphj  ftgt.  Boker. 

warranty  contained  in  the  contract,  and  the  measure  of 
damages  in  all  cases  of  a  warranty  is  the  difference  betweeh 
the  value  of  the  goods  delivered,  and  that  of  such  goods  as 
they  were  warranted  to  be.  {Voorhies  agt.  JEJar/,  2  Hill^ 
288,  2&1 ;  Crary  agt.  Graman,  4  Hill,  625  ;  Jlfi^//er  agt.  Eno, 
14  JV.  Y.  601 ;  Collins  agt.  Brooks,  20  Haw.  237.) 

YIII.  The  judgment  should  be  afiSrmed,  and  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial  denied  with  costs* 


By  the  court,  Eobebtson,  C.  J.  The  learned  judge  be- 
fore whom  this  cause  was  tried,  submitted  a  single  issue 
of  fact  to  the  jury,  to  wit :  Whether  the  articles  tendered 
by  the  defendants  in  satisfaction  of  the  contract  in  contro* 
versy,  were  such  as  were  generally  known  to  the  trade  as 
plain  seasonable  JVo.  1  Qmffalo)  robes,  and  on  all  other  points 
ruled  as  requested  by  the  plaintiffs.  He  called  their  atten- 
tion to  the  fact  that  there  was  a  certain  assortment  of  robes 
known  in  the  trade  as  "  P.  Chouteau's  No.  1  plain  season- 
able," and  that  was  a  standard  description.  •  •  •  But 
the  words  used  in  the  contract  were  ^^ plain  seasonable  JVb. 
1,"  the  word  "  Chouteau,"  not  being  introduced*  No  ex- 
ception was  taken  to  the  charge.  A  motion  for  a  new 
trial  on  a  case  was  denied.  An  appeal  is  taken  from  the 
order  denying  it,  as  well  as  the  judgment.  The  main 
ground  for  moving  to  set  aside  such  verdict  is,  that  it  was 
so  clearly  against  evidence  as  to  show  partiality,  prejudice 
or  misapprehension  on  the  part  of  the  jury.  And  the 
admission  of  evidence  to  prove  a  mistake  in  the  contract, 
which  it  failed  to  establish,  is  supposed  to  have  contribu- 
ted largely  to  such  result. 

The  testimony  of  six  witnesses  was  directed  to  the  issue 
thus  submitted  to  the  jury.  Two  besides  the  plaintiff 
Murphy,  and  their  porter  (Ball),  were  introduced  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs,  to  wit :  Mr.  Bouton,  a  dealer  in  buf» 
falo  robes,  and  his  porter  (McKenna),  and  two  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants ;  one  of  them,  to  wit ;  Mr.  Herbeck,  a 
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dealer  in  furs,  and  his  salesman  (Monroe).  No  meaning 
seeijDS  to  have  been  attributed  to  the  word  '*  plain  "  beyond 
its  ordinary  sense.  "  Seasonable^"  was  held  to  hb  applica- 
ble tp  skins  obtained  in  the  winter  season,  full  grown,  fall 
fiirred,  of  dark  color  and  good  pelt.  The  principal  diffi- 
culty was  to  settle  the  meaning  of  the  term  "  Jfo.  1," 
either,  with  or  without  those  words.  Robes  sent  to  the 
market  as  ^^ Chouteau^ s,"  in  the  original  packages,  and  sold 
as  J^To.  1  plain  seasonable  Chouteau^s,  are  understood  to  be 
of  a  certain  kind,  and  are  not  generally  examined  by  buy- 
ers. After  those  packages  were  broken  and  a  new  assort- 
ment made,  it  seems  to  have  been  difficnlt  to  fix  the  stand- 
ard. Mr.  Bouton  (the  buffalo  robe  dealer),  who  as  he  stated, 
always  referred  to  those  sold  in  the  market  as  "  Chouteau's 
original  assortment,"  when  he  spoke  of  quality,  testified 
that  there  was  no  assortment  after  it  left  Chouteau's  hands, 
there  tww  no  particular  grade  for  Jfo.  L  "After  leaving 
Chouteau's,  plain  seasonable  J^o.  1,  had  a  meaning  within 
ten  or  fifteen  per  cent."  When  he  sold  his  own  plain  sea- 
sonable J^To.  1  robes,  he  always  showed  them.  If  a  person 
sold  without  reference  to  Chouteau's  standard,  but  in  refer- 
ence to  the  market,  he  ought  to  come  within  ten  or  twenty 
per  c^nt  of  the  original.  The  plaintiff  Murphy  testified, 
that  there  was  no  such  thing  as  No.  1  robes.  He  did  not 
know  of  any  mark  No.  1,  There  were  no  No.  1,  but  plain 
seasonable  Chouteau's.  Mr.  Bouton  reasserted  his  robes, 
and  marked  them  No.  1,  plain  seasonable.  Mr.  Herbeck 
testified,  that  there  had  been  no  standard  for  what  was  known 
as  plain  seasonable  No.  X  robes.  "  Every  dealer  made  a 
different  assortment.  A  No.  1  seasonable  skin  is  supposed 
to  be  a  very  good  skin ;  there  are  better  skins,  and  they 
are  making  better  every  day."  •  •  •  "  JTiere  is  no 
standard  by  which  to  determine  a  strict  No.  1."  No.  1, 
plain  seasonable  Chouteau's  *  *  *  has  reference  to  the 
size  and  quality  of  the  robe."  Mr.  Monroe  understood 
plain  seasonable  JVb.  1,  to  be  the  same  as  No.  1. 
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There  was  also  eome  evidence  that  there  was  a  class  of 
robes  known  in  the  trade  as  No.  1,  unjperfecU^^  Herbeck 
testified,  that  a  patched  robe  was  an  imperfect  skin.  Ball 
(the  plaintiffs'  porter)  testified,  that  either  a  patcli  on  or 
a  hole  in  it  made  it  imperfect.  There  appears  also  to  have 
been  other  robes  known  to  the  trade,  designated  as  Chou- 
teau's plain  seasonable  No.  2,  and  No.  3,  and  imperfect,  or 
No.  4.  Seasonable  No.  2,  was  a  fnll  pelted  skin,  not  as 
dark  as  No.  1,  but  a  kind  of  yellow ;  the  difference  between 
it  and  No.  1,  was  in  the  color ;  it  was  larger  than  No.  3* 
No.  1  damaged,  was  a  skin  with  spots  in  it ;  No.  2  imperfect^ 
was  where  they  were  patched ;  No.  2  daTJUtged,  was  an  im- 
perfect No*  1,  with  several  spots  on  it,  or  hole?  in  it ;  No. 
3  was  a  No.  1  robe,  with  five  or  six  spots  in  it ;  No.  4  was 
the  worst  quality,  arid  was  known  as  plain  seasonable  imper- 
fect 

The  testimony  as  to  the  character  of  tlie  robes  tendered 
by  the  defendants,  consisted  of  that  of  Messrs.-  Bouton, 
Herbeck,  Ball  and  McKenna,  besides  that  of  the  plaintiff 
Murphy.  The  first  named  (Bouton),  examined  a  lot  of 
buffalo  robes  in  bales,  in  the  store  where  those  in  question 
were  deposited,  about  the  time*  of  the  sale.  He  examined 
twelve  or  fifteen  bales  taken  proiliiscuously  from  the  pile, 
and  handled  over  every  bale  in  the  lot.  They  were  mixed 
ifobes,  according  to  Chouteaii's  original  assortment.  No.  Is, 
2s  and  Ss.  One-third  No.  1,  plain  seasonable,  all  the  rest 
inferior.  His  porter  (McKenna)  testified,  "  they  were  cut 
with  rats ;  they  were  not  perfect ;  •  •  •  they  vrere 
not  like  the  company's  robes  at  all.**  Mr.  Herbeck  bought 
two  liundred  and  fifteen  bales  of  the  same  lot,  including 
about  five  and  a  half  bales  of  loose.  He  examined  fifty 
ef  the  bales  he  bought  at  his  own  store,  and  opened  a  dozen 
before  b^  bought.  He  considered  them,  except  the  loose 
skins,  Jfo.  Is,  and  sold  them  as  such.  He  bought  them  for 
|i/atn  seasonable  JVo.  1  Chouteat^Sy  and  in  his  opinion  they 
were  so.     He  found  no  No.  1  imperfect,  or  No.  2  in  that 
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lot,  except  the  loose  skins.  The  plaintiff  Murphy,  testified, 
that  of  the  fifty  bales  delivered  to  him,  he  examined  some 
six  or  eight.  They  were  inferior  to  the  robes  mentioned  in 
the  contract.  They  differed  in  qualiiiet.  Some  few  were 
good,  bnt  the  majority  were  inferior.  Out  of  six  bales  con- 
taining seventy-two  robes  so  examined,  three-eighths  only 
complied  with  the  contract ;  nearly  one-third  were  JVb.  1^, 
imperfect ;  over  abont  one-fifth  JVa.  2*,  regular  ;  two  were 
Jfo  2s,  imperfect,  and  two  Jfo.  Ss;  all  of  inferior  value  to 
those  mentioned  in  the  contract.  This  evidence  was  cor- 
roborated by  that  of  his  porter  (Ball). 

The  onus  lay  on  the  plaintiff  of  establishing  what  was 

meant  by  plain  seasonable  J^To.  Is,  and  if  it  meant  only 

according  to  Chtrnteau^s  standard,  that  it  did  so  even  when 

no  such  name  was  expressed.     There  was  evidence  enough 

in  the  case  to  sustain  a  finding  that  it  did  not,  and. that  it 

'  was  intended  merely  to  describe  an  assortment  of  a  high 

character,  within  ten  or  twenty  per  cent  of  that  standard, 

^•■dr.that  the  limits  were  very  vague.     It  is  evident  from 

^\^  ytfiO^yole  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  porter,  they 

were^^di|^ifying  as  to  the  inferiority  of  the  goods  tendered 

by  the  Choutean  standard.    Neither  of  them 

e  nature  of  the  imperfection  or  inferiority  stated 

*'     "^      JipJfcffem^al though  Ball  described  the  different  grades  of 

< u^«  j^^  ^Q  titles  by  which  they  are  known.    There  was 

therefore,  for  the  jury  to  infer  that  there  was  no 
such  absolute  standard  as  plain  seasonable  Jfo.  Is,  without 
Chouteau's  name,  or  that  it  had  a  wide  scope  as  to  the 
quality  of  the  goods,  or  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  make 
out  a  specific  difference  between  the  goods  tendered  and 
that  standard.  That  verdict  has  deen  sustained  by  a  jus- 
tice of  this  court  at  special  term,  in  the  exercise  of  his 
discretion.  And  even  if  we  would  have  come  to  a  differ- 
ent conclusion  sitting  in  place  of  the  jury,  that  would  not 
warrant  an  interference  with  the  verdict.     {Stoddart  agL 
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Long  Is.  jR.  jR.  Co.  5  Sand.  S.  C.  R.  180 ;  Dent  agt.  Farmers^ 
Bank  at  Bridgeport,  27  Barb.  R.  337.) 

There  certainly  is  no  stich  preponderance  of  evidence  as 
to  induce  ns  to  think  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  origina- 
ted in  either  passioU)  prejudice  or  mistake  {Cohen  agt.  Du- 
font,  1  Sandf.  S.  C.  JR.  260).  They  were  directed  to  confine 
their  attention  to  a  single  issue,  in  the  clearest  terms,  and 
were  expressly  warned  against  taking  into  consideration 
the  fact  that  the  goods  tendered  were  those  in  the  store 
mentioned  in  the  memorandum.  It  is  said,  however,  that 
the  jury  were  allowed  to  hear  and  were  not  directed  to 
disregard  certain  testimony  admitted  to  establish  an  issue 
made  by  the  defendants  of  a  mistake  in  the  contract,  with 
a  view  to  its  reformation,  It  is  very  evident  that  the 
court  can  never  exclude  relevant  testimony  because  it  does 
not  establish  at  once  the  issue  to  which  it  relates.  The 
different  links  must  be  introduced  in  succession.  The  party 
against  whom  it  is  introduced  is  amply  protected  against 
any  prejudice,  by  his  right  to  call  on  the  court  to  direct 
the  jury  to  disregard  it  for  all  purposes,  where  it  is  not 
prima  facie  evidefice  of  any  material  issue.  Where  his 
counsel  neglects  td  do  so,  the  court  has  a  right  to  presume 
he  does  not  think  the  evidence  of  sufficient  importance  to 
require  such  a  caution.  It  is  no  ground  of  complaint  that 
the  court  in  such  a  case  has  not  volunteered  to  warn  the 
jury  against  being  misled,  or  a  reason  to  grant  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  of  an  oversight. 

Every  exception  in  the  case  bears  on  matters  not  relating 
to  the  sole  issue  submitted  to  the  jury.  In  reference  to 
the  evidence  therefore  rejected,  not  bearing  on  such  issue, 
although  competent  for  other  purposes,  no  exception  would 
lie  {Purchase  agt.  Mattison,  6  Duer^s  R.  587).  An  exception 
was  taken  to  a  witness  being  required  to  answer  :  *'  What 
the  quality  of  certain  robes  bought  by  him  from  the  same  loi 
as  those  bought  by  the  plaintiff  was  ?"  upon  the  ground  that 
the  defendants  admitted  in  their  answer  that  the  latter  did 
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not  correspond  with  the  contract.  Wboreas  the  anjBwer  in 
its  second  defence  alleged  a  tender  to  and  refusal  by  the 
plaintiffs  of  the  buffalo  robes  agreed  to  be  sold,  which  took 
away  the  gronnd  of  snch  exception.  The  plaintiff  Mnrphy, 
was  prevented  from  testifying  whether  anything  was  said 
in  his  negotiation  with  the  defendant  Funke,  about  knowing 
what  such  robes  were.  That  was  claimed  to  be  admissible, 
because  such  defendant  gave  as  a  reason  on  his  cross-exam- 
ination by  the  plainti&'  couBsel  for  not  having  stated  that 
such  robes  were  plain  seasonable  JVb.  1,  that  he  did  not  know 
its  meaning,  which  was  quite  different  from  his  stating  that 
as  a  reason  at  the  time.  A  dealer  in  robes  (Herbeck)  was 
asked  what  be  regarded  as  plain  seasonable  JVb.  1  robes  1 
upon  which  he  certainly  had  a  right  to  express  his  opinion 
as  an  expert.  The  defendant  Funke,  was  asked  whether 
in  the  negotiation  of  sale  he  stated  what  the  quality  of  such 
goods  was  ?  which  was  admissible  to  contradict  a  previous 
statement  of  the  plaintiff  Murphy,  that  Funke  gave  him  a 
statement  that  they  were  plain  seasonable  JVb.  1.  These  con- 
stituted the  only  exceptions  to  testimony  except  one  to  the 
exclusion  of  a  question  put  to  the  plaintiff  Murphy,  to  detail 
a  conversation  by  which  he  and  the  defendant  Funke,  got 
at  the  price  of  the  goods,  which  was  entirely  immaterial. 

The  verdict  of  the  jury  being  warranted  by  the  testi- 
mony, and  no  exception  to  evidence  being  well  taken,  it 
will  not  be  necessary  to  consider  the  other  views  taken  by 
the  counsel  for  the  defendants.  The  grave  questions  whether 
the  contract  was  not  void  under  the  statute  of  frauds  7 
Whether  a  particular  parcel  of  goods  in  a  particular  store 
only  was  sold?  Whether  the  use  of  the  words  plain  sea- 
sonable JVb.  1,  made  a  representation  or  a  warranty  ?  and 
if  the  former,  whether  the  defendants  were  liable  without 
proof  of  a  fraud  ?  or  if  the  latter,  whether  the  refusal  by 
the  plaintiffs  to  receive  the  goods  did  not  rescind  the  coxk- 
tract  ?  are  not  necessary  to  be  passed  upon* 
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The  order  denying  a  new  trial,  and  the  judgment,  must 
therefore  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Stewart  agt.  Hamilton. 

A  non-nit  should  not  bo  granted  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff's  oonnsel  has  not 
stated  in  Alt  dfpeiUng  sufficient  faets  to  oonstiittte  a  cause  of  action. 

Trial  Ttrm^  January^  1865. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  having  opened  his  case  in 
an  address  to  the  jury,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  moved 
for  a  non-suit. 

Ira  D.  Warren,  for  plaintyf. 
John  H.  Anthon,  for  defendant. 

Bajlbour,  J.  (orally).  I  think  it  is  not  good  practice  to 
non-suit  upon  the  plaintiff's  opening  address  to  the  jury, 
and  for  the  reason  alone  that  he  has  failed  l;o  state  to  them 
sufficient  facts  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  although  I 
am  aware  that  such  a  practice  has  obtained  in  some  of  our 
courts.  In  his  opening,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  may  properly 
and  usually  does,  state  such  facts  only  as  he  desires  to  im« 
press  upon  the  minds  of  the  jurors.  To  hold  him  in  hia 
address  to  the  exactness  and  certainty  of  a  pleading,  would, 
in  many  cases,  be  to  impose  upon  him  a  duty  which  it  would 
be  exceedingly  inconvenient  if  not  impossible  for  him  to 
perform  orally.  Indeed,  I  see  no  reason  why  he  may  not 
state  to  the  jury,  or  refrain  from  stating  just  so  much  of 
the  case  as  his  judgment  dictates. 

I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  a  fatal  admission  made  by  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  in  his  opening,  may  not  entitle  the  de- 
^ndant  thereupon,  to  a  judgment  dismissing  the  complaint. 
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without  the  formalitj  of  taking  evideace  which  must 
necessarily  be  useless.  This  motion,  however,  is  not  based 
upon  such  an  admission,  but  merely  on  the  ground  that 
the  counsel  has  not  statecT  in  his  opening  sufficient  facts  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action.     It  must  therefore  be  denied. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Smith  Steere,  Jr.  agt.  Alanson  Miller. 

A  party  is  not  entitled  to  fu9  as  a  witness  of  his  adrersftry,  where  he  saeeeedi  fai 
the  Mtion,  for  testifying  in  his  ownbehalf^  notwithstftnding  henutkesuiaiBdaTit 
that  he  would  not  hare  attended  the  trial  hot  for  the  purpose  of  being  snoh  wit- 
ness. (The  several  reported  car^Ueting  decisians  an  this  question r^erred  to  as 
irreconeilable.) 

Broome  Creneral  Term, 

Argued  JSTovember,  1864.     Decided  January,  1865. 

Present,  Parker,  Mason  and  Balcom,  Justices. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  made  at  the  Sep  tern* 
ber  special  term  of  this  court,  at  Norwich,  Chenango 
county,*  1864,  denying  his  motion  for  a  readjustment  of 
defendant's  costs. 

The  action  was  tried  before  a  referee  at  Norwich,  who 
decided  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  and 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  judgment  against  the 
plaintiff  for  costs.  The  costs  were  adjusted  by  the  clerk 
of  Chenango  county,  who  allowed  the  defendant  $21.96 
feea,  as  a  witness  in  the  cause  in  his  own  behalf.  This  item 
was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  a  party  is  not  entitled 
to  fees  as  a  witness.  But  the  clerk  overruled  the  objection. 
The  defendant  presented  his  affidavit  to  the  clerk  on  the 
adjustment  of  the  costs,  in  which  he  stated  he  resided  at 
Buffalo,  262  miles  from  Norwich ;  that  he  attended  as  a 
witness  in  his  own  behalf  on  the  trial  of  the  action  before 
the  referee  two  de^B ;  that  he  was  a  material  and  neoessary 
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witness  in  his  own  behalf  in  said  action,  and  without  his 
testimony  he  could  not  safely  proceed  to  trial  therein ;  that 
he  attended  the  trial  not  as  a  party  but  solely  as  a  witness, 
and  should  not  have  attended  the  same  had  his  attendance 
not  been  required  as  a  "witness ;  that  for  the  purpose  of 
attending  the  trial  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  he  actu- 
ally  traveled  from  Buffalo  to  Norwich  and  back,  a  distance 
of  five  hundred  and  twenty-four  miles. 

The  plaintiff  made  a  motion  at  the  aforesaid  Chenango 
special  term  of  this  court,  for  a  readjustment  of  the  costs 
in  the  action,  and  that  the  charge  of  $21.96  fees  of  defend- 
ant as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  be  struck  out  on  the 
ground  that  a  party  is  not  entitled  to  witness  fees  for  him- 
self, it  not  being  a  disbursement  in  the  cause,  &c.  The 
motion  was  denied,  with  $10  costs,  and  the  plaintiff  ap- 
pealed  from  the  order  denying  such  motion  to  the  general 
term  of  this  court. 

Isaac  S.  Newton,  fw  jilaintiff. 
S.  S.  Merbitt,  for  defendant. 

Balcom,  J.  I  held  in  Cornell  agt.  Potter  (15  How*  Pr. 
Rep.  278),  that  a  party  to  an  action  who  testifies  as  a  wit- 
ness in  his  own  behalf,  under  section  399  of  the  Code,  is 
not  entitled  to  witness'  fees  as  costs  in  the  action,  when  he 
beats  his  adversary,  and  the  reasons  I  assigned  for  this  con- 
elusion  in  that  case,  are  yet  controlling  with  me.  The  fees 
of  witnesses  are  disbursements,  and  a  party  cannot  pay  or 
becoitie  liable  to  pay  fees  to  himself  as  a  witness,  and 
hence  he  has  no  claim  for  fees  as  a  witness  for  himself,  on 
the  ground  that  they  are  disbursements  in  the  action. 

A  party  attends  the  trial  of  an  action  as  a  party,  though  he 
be  sworn  as  a  witness  therein  in  his  own  behalf.  He  doea 
not  attend  in  obedience  to  a  subpoena,  nor  at  the  request  of 
any  party  as  a  witness.  He  goes  to  the  trial  on  his  own 
motion  as  a  party,  and  testifies  as  such,  though  in  name 
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and  form  '*  the  same  as  any  other  witness."  Parties  are 
prohibited  by  statute  from  recovering  fees  for  the  attend^ 
ance  of  their  attorneys  or  counsel  as  witnesses,  on  the  trial 
of  a  cause  (2  IL  S.  651,  §  15).  There  would  be  abuses  of 
the  process  of  subpoena,  if  a  party  could  recover  fees  for 
the  attendance  of  his  attorney  or  counsel  as  a  witness  on 
the  trial  of  his  cause,  upon  an  affidavit  that  the  attorney 
or  counsel  would  not  have  attended  the  trial  except  for  the 
purpose  of  being  a  witness  for  his  client. 

I  remarked  in  Cornell  agt.  Potter^  that  "it  would  be 
useless  to  lay  down  a  rule  that  a  party  can  recover  fees  as 
a  witness  when  he  attends  as  such,  and  not  when  he  attends 
as  a  party,  although  examined  as  a  witness  in  his  own  be- 
half,  for  parties  would  be  informed  of  the  rule  and  attend 
as  witnesses,  or  would  generally  swear  they  attended  as 
such."  And  I  now  venture  the  assertion  that  in  districts 
where  the  suggested  rule  has  been  adopted,  very  few  sue- 
cessful  parties  to  actions  have  testified  as  witnesses  for 
themselves,  without  making  affidavits  that  they  attended 
the  trial  of  their  actions  as  witnesses  and  not  as  parties, 
and  that  they  would  not  have  attended  at  all  but  for  the 
necessity  of  being  witnesses  for  themselves.  Yet  we  all 
know  that  parties  seldom  permit  their  causes  to  be  tried 
without  attending  the  trial  in  person,  to  advise  with  their 
counsel  and  aid  them  by  suggestions  on  the  examination 
and  cross  examination  of  the  witnessesir 

The  rule  that  permits  a  party  to  recover  fees  as  a  wit- 
ness for  testifying  in  his  own  behalf,  when  he  swears  he 
attended  as  a  witness  and  not  as  a  party,  &o.,  is  wrong  in 
principle  and  vicious  in  practice.  It  would  be  much  better 
to  allow  parties  who  testify  for  themselves  to  recover  fees 
as  witnesses  of  their  adversaries,  without  requiring  them 
to  swear  as  abore  stated,  than  to  allow  them  to  recover 
such  fees  upon  affidavits  that  they  would  not  have  attended 
the  trials  of  their  causes  but  for  the  purpose  of  being  wit* 
Besses  for  themselves.     But  in  my  opinion  such  a  rule 
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ahould  not  be  establiBhed  by  the  coarts.  If  parties  ought 
to  recover  feee  as  witnesses  of  their  adversaries,  I  think 
the  legislature  should  pass  an  act  to  enable  them  to  do  so, 
for  I  do  not  believe  a  correct  interpretation  of  existing 
laws  entitles  them  to  recover  such  fees. 

It  can  hardly  be  said  that  the  decision  of  Justice  Gamp- 
BELL,  in  Walker  agt.  Russell  (16  How.  Pr.  Rq).  91),  is  in 
conflict  with  the  above  conclusion.  My  conclusion  is  cer* 
tainly  sustained  by  the  following  cases,  viz. :  Christy  agt. 
Christy  (6  Paige  Ch.  R.  llO) ;  Perry  agt.  Livingston  (6  How. 
Pr.  R.  404);  Logan  agt.  Thomas  (11  Id.  160);  Ca^e  agt. 
Price{9  Mb.  Ill);  S.  C,  (17  How.  Pr.  Rep.  348).  The 
following  decisions  have  a  contrary  bearing,  viz.:  Qtse- 
rissle  agt.  Billiard  (3  Jibb.  31) ;  Rogers  agt.  Chamberlain  (X 
Id.  452) ;  Logan  agt.  Brooks  (8  Id.  127) ;  S.  C.  (17  How.  Pr. 
Rep.  29) ;  Hanna  agt.  Dexter  (1 5  Mb.  1 35) ;  Taack  agt.  Schmidt 
(25  How.  Pr.  Rep.  340) ;  jBonner  agt.  Frauenthal  (20  Id.  255) ; 
S.  C.  (12  Mb.  183) ;  Howes  agt.  Barber  (10  Eng.  L.  fy  E.  Rep. 
465).  I  shall  not  comment  upon  or  review  these  cases. 
They  are  irreconcilable.  The  court  of  appeals  must  deter- 
mine which  are  correct.  But  I  must  adhere  to  my  conclusioix 
expressed  in  Cornell  agt.  Potter,  that  a  party  is  not  entitled 
to  fees  as  a  witness  of  his  adversary  when  he  beats  him^ 
for  testifying  in  his  own  behalf,  simply  because  he  after- 
wards swears  that  he  did  not  attend  the  trial  of  the  cause 
as  a  party,  and  would  not  have  attended  it  at  all  but  for 
the  purpose  of  being  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf.  And  if 
my  brethren  should  agree  with  me,  this  will  be  the  rule  in 
the  sixth  district  unless  the  court  of  appeals  should  hold 
adversely,  and  the  order  appealed  from  in  this  case  will  be 
reversed  with  $10  costs,  and  an  order  will  be  granted 
directing  the  clerk  of  Chenango  county  to  readjust  the 
costs  in  the  action  by  striking  out  the  charge  of  $21.96 
fees  of  the  defendant  for  attending  the  trial  and  testifying 
as  a  witnesa  in  his  own  behalf,  and  that  the  plaintiff  have 
$10  costs  of  his  motion  for  the  readjustment. 
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Parker,  J.  Upon  taxation  of  costs  in  this  case  the  de- 
fendant was  allowed  fees  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  it 
appearing  by  his  affidavit  that  he  attended  the  trial  solelj 
as  a  witness,  and  would  not  have  attended  had  his  attend- 
ance not  been  required  as  a  witness.  The  plaintiff  moved 
at  special  term  for  a  readjustment,  which  was  denied,  and 
he  now  brings  the  question  here  upon  appeal. 

The  authority  upon  which  witness'  fees  are  allowed  to 
a  party  to  an  action  against  his  adversary,  is  found  in  sec- 
tion 311  of  the  Code,  which  is  as  follows :  '*  The  clerk  shall 
insert  in  the  entry  of  judgment,  on  the  application  of  the 
prevailing  party  •  •  *  the  sum  of  allowances  for  costs 
as  provided  by  this  Code,  the  necessary  disbursements, 
including  the  fees  of  officers  allowed  by  law,  the  fees  of 
witnesses^  the  reasonable  compensation  of  commissioners  in 
taking  depositions,  the  fees  of  referees,  and  the  expense  of 
printing  the  papers  for  any  hearing  when  required  by  a  role 
of  the  court.  The  disbursements  shall  be  stated  in  detail 
and  verified  by  affidavit."  The  rate  at  which  witnesses'  fees 
are  chargeable,  is  fixed  by  the  act  of  1840  {Session  Laws 
1840,  331),  and  this  merely  provides  how  much  the  witness 
is  entitled  to  receive  of  the  party  for  whom  he  attends 
the  trial,  and  does  not  make  the  amount  chargeable  in  favor 
of  one  party  against  the  other.  The  witness  is  entitled  to 
fifty  cents  for  each  day^s  attendance,  and  traveling  fees  at 
the  rate  of  four  cents  per  mile  going  and  returning,  and 
this  he  can  recover  of  the  party  at  whose  instance  he 
attends  the  trial,  and  of  him  alone.  These  are  what  is 
meant  by  '*  the  fees  of  witnesses,"  in  the  section  of  the 
Code  above  quoted.  As  between  party  and  party,  it  is 
only  as  a  disbursement  paid  by  a  party  to  his  witnesses, 
that  witnesses'  fees  are  allowable.  Unless  a  party  has  paid, 
or  becomes  liable  to  pay  fees  to  a  witness,  he  is  not  entitled 
to  recover  them,  and  the  fact  of  such  payment  or  liability 
must  appear  by  affidavit.  .Now  although  a  party  has  at- 
tended the  trial  of  his  own  cause  as  a  witness  merely,  it 
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does  not  follow  as  a  matter  of  necessity  that  he  Las  paid 
ont  or  become  liable  to  pay  in  such  attendance  the  sums  al- 
lowed by  law  to  witnesses,  and  if  be  is  ever  allowed  to  charge 
his  opponent,  with  witnesses'  fees  for  such  attendance,  it 
can  be  only  on  its  being  shown  specifically  in  his  affidavit 
that  he  has  paid  out  or  become  liable  to  pay  in  such  attend- 
ance the  sums  charged.  In  this  case  there  is  no  proof  that 
the  defendant  paid  out  anything ;  that  it  cost  him  a  single 
cent  to  attend  the  trial ;  and  in  the  absence  of  such  proof 
I  am  unable  to  see  any  pretence  under  which  it  can  be 
claimed  that  there  has  been  any  disbursement  of  witnesses' 
fees. 

But  I  do  not  wish  to  rest  my  decision  upon  this  ground. 
In  view  of  the  fact  that  witnesses'  fees  are  allowable  only 
as  disbursements,  I  think  a  party  who  attends  and  is  sworn 
in  his  own  behalf,  cannot,  in  any  case,  be  allowed  to  recover 
fees  for  such  attendance.  Such  fees  in  that  case  are  not  a 
disbursement  made  by  a  party  to  the  witness,  which  is 
plainly  what  the  statute  contemplates.  As  was  said  in 
Cornell  agt.  Potter  (15  How.  281),  *'a  party  to  an  action 
cannot  pay  or  become  liable  to  pay  fees  to  himself  for 
attending  the  trial  thereof  as  a  witness,  and  a  charge  by  a 
party  for  fees  as  a  witness  for  attending  the  trial  of  the 
action  and  testifying  in  his  own  behalf,  cannot  be  properly 
denominated  a  disbursement."  Grant  that  he  is  put  to 
expense  equal  in  amount  to  what  the  fees  of.  a  witness  for 
the  same  service  would  be,  that  expense  is  not  distinctively 
witnesses'  fees;  it  is  the  personal  expense  of  the  party  to 
the  action  merely.  Bearing  in  mind  that  '^  witnesses'  fees  " 
are  an  allowance  which  the  witness  is  entitled  to  receive 
from  the  party  in  whose  behalf  he  attends  the  trial,  and 
that  he  has  no  claim  on  the  opposite  party  for  them,  it  is 
manifest  that  no  witnesses'  fees  accrue  in  such  a  case. 
There  is  no  such  thing  as  witnesses'  fees  chargeable  by  the 
witness  to  the  party  against  whom  he  is  called  to  attend 
the  trial  and  testify ;  and  yet  what  is  claimed  as  witnesses' 


272  ^^  Y(«K  PRAOTICB  BBP(»ra. 

Steen  agt.  MiU«r. 

fees  by  the  defendant  in  this  case,  is  precisely  such  a  charge ; 
the  primary  and  only  claim  ibr  them  is  upon  the  plain- 
tiff, the  party  against  whom  the  attendance  of  the  so  called 
witness  was  had.  The  entire  theory  of  the  statute  is  con- 
travened by  allowing  them. 

Although  there  have  been  numerous  decisions  of  thb 
question  at  special  term  which  were  cited  upon  the  arga« 
ment,  still  they  are  so  conflicting  as  to  avail  nothing  as 
authorities,  and  although  I  find  no  reported  decision  made 
at  any  general  term,  yet  it  appears  from  a  remark  of  Judge 
Smith,  in  Cane  agt.  Pierce  (H  How.  353),  that  in  the  seventh 
district  it  has  been  held  at  general  term  that  witnesses' 
fees  are  not  recoverable  by  parties  in  such  cases ;  while  in 
the  third  district,  according  to  2  T^.  4*  SmUA's  Pr.  439, 
the  question  has  received  a  contrary  decision.  The  ques- 
tion therefore  is  to  be  regarded  as  an  open  one,  and  we  are 
remitted  to  first  principles  in  its  decision.  It  seems  to  me 
V  that  a  just  construction  of  the  statute  leads  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  fees  in  question  are  not  allowable,  and  I  am 
the  better  satisfied  with  this  conclusion  because  I  think  the 
contrary  one  would  lead  to  abuse  of  the  privilege  accorded 
to  parties  to  become  witnesses  in  their  own  behalf.  How- 
ever wise  the  provision  which  accords  that  privilege  may 
be,  I  think  no  one  who  has  observed  the  almost  invariable 
contradiction  between  the  statements  of  opposite  parties 
made  upon  the  stand  as  witnesses,  will  fail  to  deprecate 
ibhe  additional  motive  of  fees  to  draw  them  to  the  stand. 
I  think  as  a  matter  of  principle,  parties  should  not  be 
allowed  fees  as  witnesses,  and  am  of  the  opinion  that  no 
such  allowance  is  warranted  by  the  statute. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed. 

Mason,  J.,  concurred. 

Decision  as  stated  in  the  conclusion  of  the  opinion  of 
Justice  Balcom. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Trustees  of  the  estate  of  Eohnstamm  agt.  Cha&les 
W.  Foster,  impleaded,  &c. 

A  gtmtral  hsHgimMt  for  Me  hen^  qf  eredUat9,  ia  ajmh  an  admowlUtinmii  or 
•fn-omia$  in  writing  by  tho  nBaigaor,  m  under  the  proYisioni  of  the  Code,  tahei  m 
note  of  the  assignor^  the  payment  of  which  ib  provided  for  in  the  aaaignmenty 
oat  of  the  operation  of  the  otatiUe  qf  HmitoHom. 

Jfew  York  Special  Term,  January,  1865. 
Trial  by  the  court. 

Flambv  B.  Caitdler  and  Edgar  S.  Yah  Winkle,  far 

plaintiffs. 
Wu.  M.  Prichard,  for  defendant. 

James,  J.  This  action  was  tried  before  me  without  a 
jury.  The  only  question  of  dispute  arises  upon  the  note 
dated  July  11,  185T,  for  $10,000,  payable  at  three  months, 
which  matured  October  14,  1857,  the  action  not  having 
been  commenced  until  November  19,  1863.  To  this  note 
the  defendants  interposed  the  statute  of  limitations,  and 
to  take  it  out  of  the  statute  the  plaintiffs  proved  that  on 
the  Slst  day  of  December,  1857,  the  defendants  made  a 
general  assignment  of  their  property  to  one  Howland,  in 
trust  for  their  creditors,  and  that  said  atlsignment,  lifter 
providing  for  the  payment  of  expenses,  Ac,  provided  for 
the  appropriation  of  the  fund  realized  therefrom,  to  certain 
debts  named  in  a  schedule  annexed,  which  said  schedule 
contained  this  note  of  $10,000.  PlaintiflTs  further  show 
that  said  assignee  under  said  assignment,  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof,  paid  on  said  note  December  28th,  1858, 
$966.60,  and  October  4th,  1859,  $966.61.  Two  questions 
are  thus  presented : 

1.  Was  the  execution  and  delivery  of  assignment  a  suffi- 
Vol,  XXVIII.  18 
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cient  acknowledgment  in  writing  within  the  Code,  to  take 
the  case  out  of  the  statutes  ?  and 

2.  Di^  the  payments  made  by  the  assignee  in  pursuance 
of  said  assignment,  bar  the  statute  ? 

I  am  not  aware  that  the  first  question  has  ever  been 
passed  upon  by  the  courts.  *  The  law  now  in  force  upon 
this  subject  is  one  enacted  by  the  Code  (§  110),  which  de- 
clares that  no  acknowledgment  or  promise  shall  be  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  a  new  or  continuing  contract,  whereby  to 
take  a  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions, unless  the  same  be  contained  in  same  writing,  signed 
by  the  party  to  be  charged  thereby.     It  seems  to  me  that 
this  assignment  contains  all  the  elements  required  by  this 
statute ;  it  acknowledges  the  debt  in  writing,  and  is  signed^ 
by  the  party  to  be  charged.      The  Code  does  not  define  | 
what  the  writing  shall  be,  it  merely  requires  the  acknowl-i 
edgment  or  promise  to  be  contained  in  some  toriiing,  signed\ 
by  the  party  charged,  and  for  aught  I  can  see,  it  can  as  i 
efiectually  be  made  in  a  general  assignment  for  the  benefit/ 
of  cre'ditors,  as  in  any  other  instrument.  ^ 

The  second  question  has  been  before  the  courts  in  Barger 
agt.  Denvin  (22  Barb.  68),  and  Pickett  agt.  King  (34  Barb. 
193).  In  the  former  Justice  Emott,  at  special  term,  held 
that  payment  by  an  assignee  was  the  act  of  the  assignor 
by  his  agent  duly  authorized,  and  was  evidence  of  a  new 
promise.  In  the  other  case,  the  court  at  general  term  dis- 
approved of  Justice  Emott's  decision,  and  held  the  other 
way.  On  this  question,  therefore,  I  am  bound  by  the 
decision  of  the  general  term,  however  much  I  may  doubt 
its  correctness.  But  upon  the  first  question  I  have  no 
doubt,  and  therefore  dispose  of  this  case  upon  that  point 
alone.  I  hold  that  the  assignment  was  a  sufficient  acknowl- 
edgment to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  and  that  the 
action  having  been  brought  within  six  years  after  such 
acknowledgment,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
balance  due  on  said  note. 


NBW  YORK  PRAOTIOE  REPORTS.  275 


Lee  agt.  Manh. 


SUPREME  COUET. 

JoHK  M.  Lee  and  E.  F.  Elliott  agt.  Nathaniel  Marsh, 
receiver,  4c. 

It  must  now  be  considered  m  settled  in  this  state  that  common  earriors  may  limit 
their  liability  for  negUigmc€  in  almost  any  respect  by  $xprt9»  conirad,  tot  sneh 
consideration  as  will  be  satisfactory  to  the  passenger  or  freighter,  and  that  snoh 
contracts  are  not  against  public  policy. 

Where  a  common  carrier  is  not  liable  for  the  eifeets  of  an  aeeident  by  which  apart 
of  his  freight  of  Utc  animals  haTO^Mon  kiUed,  he  is  not  Uabb  for  (he  delimy 
of  the  d$ad  animalt,  where  his  contract  is  to  deUTcr  them  aliTC. 

Jfew  York  General  Term^  November,  1864. 
Before  Leonard,  Sutherland  and  Barnard,  Justices. 
Appeal  from  a  judgment  for  plainti£fs  entered  on  report 
of  referee. 

D.  B.  Eaton,  for  appellaTit. 
A.  Prentice,  for  respondents. 

By  the  court,  Leonard,  J.  The  referee  has  found  as  a 
fact  in  this  case  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  negli- 
gence in  running  the  train  of  freight  cars  when  the  acci- 
dent occurred,  on  a  dark  and  stormy  night,  at  the  rate  of 
fourteen  miles  an  hour,  and  adds  that  such  negligence  was 
not  willful.  Nor  does  he  find  that  it  contributed  to  pro- 
duce the  accident.  The  contract  was  for  the  transportation 
of  live  stock  belonging  to  the  plaintiflfs  over  the  Erie  rail- 
road, which  was  operated  by  the  defendant  as  receiver, 
and  exonerated  the  defendant  from  all  liability  for  loss  or 
damage  that  might  happen  from  any  other  cause  than  the 
willful  negligence  or  fraud  of  the  defendant  or  his  agenrts. 
The  contract  also  states  that  the  rate  of  compensation  to 
be  paid  by  the  plaintifiFs  has  been  reduced  in  consideration 
of  their  assuming  these  risks.  It  is  evident  then  that  if 
the  contract  is  valid,  the  defendant  is  not  liable  for  the 
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damage  arising  from  the  accident  mentioned  in  the  case, 
as  the  occurrence  was  without  any  willful  negligence  ou 
the  part  of  the  defendant  or  his  agent. 

The  referee  has  found,  however,  as  his  conclusion  of  law, 
that  the  law  does  not  permit  the  defendant  to  restrict  his 
liability  as  a  common  carrier  for  negligence.  In  this  con- 
clusion he  appears  from  the  recent  decisions  to  be  in  error. 
I  thmk  it  must  be  coneidered  as  settled  in  this  state  that 
common  carriers  may  limit  their  liability  for  negligence  in 
almost  ai^  respect  by  express  contract,  for  such  a  consid- 
eration as  will  be  satisfactory  to  the  passenger  or  freighter, 
and  that  such  contracts  are  not  against  public  policy.  (1 
Kern.  485 ;  Dorr  agt.  The  JV.  J.  R.  and  T.  Co.  24  Jf.  Y.  R. 
181 ;  Welb  agt.  T%e  JV.  Y.  Central  Railroad  Co.  25  JV.  F. 
R.  442 ;  Bissell  agt  The  Jf.  Y.  Central  Railroad  Co.) 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  insists  that  they  are  enti- 
tled to  recover,  although  the  referee  may  be  wrong  in 
respect  to  the  law  and  the  reasons  which  be  has  given  for 
his  report  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  because  a  part  of  the 
stock  although  killed  by  the  accident,  was  not  delivered  at 
its  destiimiian  according  to  the  contract  It  i^pears  that 
the  animals  which  were  killed  by  the  accident  had  a  mar- 
ketable value  if  immediately  dressed,  and  the  plaintiffi 
insist  that  the  contract  is  broken  by  reason  of  the  failure 
to  deliver  the  carcasses.  But  who  was  to  dress  the  animalB 
and  prepare  them  for  market  immediately  ?  Certainly  the 
defendant  was  under  no  auch  obligation.  This  attention 
was  required  in  order  to  preserve  any  value  in  the  dead 
animals,  and  overcome  the  loss  which  had  apparently  be- 
fallen the  plaintiffs  in  consequence  of  the  accident  I  am 
not  prepared  to  assent,  however,  to  the  proposition  that 
the  defendant  was  liable  to  deliver  the  carcasses.  The 
character  of  the  freight  was  changed  when  the  animals 
were  dead.  The  defendant  was  bound  to  deliver  the  ani- 
mals alive,  unless  relieved  from  so  doing  by  some  condition 
of  his  contract,  and  the  delivery  of  their  dead  bodies  wQvXd 
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not  relieve  bin  from  reaponsibilit j  for  the  failuro  to  delirer 
them  alive,  if  the  lose  arose  from  causes  not  withia  the 
risks  from  which  the  plaintiffs  had  c^greed  to  relieve  the 
defendant. 

The  agents  of  the  defendant,  it  appears  by  the  report, 
ofiered  to  carj  the  dead  stock  throngh  if  one  of  the  plain** 
tiffs,  who  aoconpanied  the  train  an<}  was  present  at  the 
accident,  would  take  charge  of  thenk  The  plainti£&  refused 
to  take  charge  of,  or  to  have  anything  to  do  with  the  dead 
and  dying  animals.  The  plainti&  have  no  daim  to  recovor 
on  the  gronnd  so  urged  by  their  counsel. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  had 
before  the  same  referee,  the  ooeta  to  abide  the  event. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLBA& 

Hugh  Smith  and  John  Kerjl  agt.  The  New  Yobk  Consol- 
idated Stage  Co.,  and  Augustus  Schell. 

Where  tn  aetien  it  iNreoght  ie  animl  «ul  Mt  tM%  an  M9ti§nm§mt  Ma4»  for  Ito 
HiH^  qf  cfdifrs,  u  UMgal  and  VQid,  aB«t«L  U^vnetUm  is  Mwed  and  serviA 
upon  Uie  deftiKlaatf>  including  the  aMignora  and  their  aasigneey  oommanding 
the  aarignee,  hl«  agents^  8er7ant8>  attorneys  and  all  persons  aeting  under  fainiy 
to  refrain  and  dftiist  fioat  4isterWiig»  holding  yossessionof,  or  bftWffering  in  any 
aanner  with  the  property  and  eiTeots  of  the  assignors^  or  ai:^  part  or  portion  of 
the  same,  it  is  a  violation  of  the  ixgunction  and  a  contempt  of  the  ooort,  for  the 
assignee  thereaHter  tobrii«  actions  againAthe  plaintiilii  «nd  others  to  soIIbM 
«lioses  in  astioo  belimging  to  the  asMgaois. 

Special  Term,  Jantuxry,  1865. 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  for  enforcement  of  proceedings  as 
for  contempt,  in  the  violation  of  an  injunction  order. 

A.  R.  Lawrence,  Jr.,  and  Hamilton  W.  Bobisson,^/V 

plaint^s. 
Charles  A.  Bapallo  and  William  F.  Allen,  for 
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Gardozo,  J.  The  defendant  Schell,  does  not  deny  bring- 
ing the  suits  against  the  p]ainti£Ffi|  and  others,  which  are 
complained  of  as  being  a  violation  of  the  injunction  in  this 
case.  If  bringing  those  suits  were  a  breach  of  the  injunc- 
tion, it  is  clear  that  even  if  the  power  of  the  court  be  lim- 
ited by  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  respecting 
proceedings  as  for  contempts,  to  enforce  and  protect  the 
rights  of  parties  in  civil  actions,  which  I  by  no  means  con- 
cede, it  was  misconduct  on  his  part  by  which  the  rights  or 
remedies  of  plaintiffs  have  been  *'  impaired^  impeded  or 
prejudiced."  The  plaintiffs  had  a  right,  and  that  was  part 
of  the  object  of  this  a&tion,  to  prevent  any  meddling  with 
the  property  of  the  New  York  Consolidated  Stage  Com- 
pany, by  a  person  not  legally  authorized  to  have  the  cus- 
tody of  or  to  interfere  with  it,  and  it  will  be  difficult  to 
see  why  they  are  not  impeded  and  prejudiced,  when  one 
having  no  right  attempts  in  violation  of  th^  order  of  the 
court  to  interfere  with  it.  It  was  an  attempt  to  do  the 
very  thing  which  the  court  has  decided  the  plaintiffs  had 
the  right  to  prevent  the  defendant  Schell  from  doing,  and 
it  is  the  merest  sophistry  to  say  that  the  plaintiffs'  rights 
and  remedies  have  not  been  impaired,  impeded  or  prejn* 
diced,,  when  that  which  the  court  decides  the  plaintiffs  age 
entitled  to  prevent  the  defendants  from  doing  is  done,  de- 
spite the  order  of  the  court.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  it  was 
understood  in  open  court  that  any  proper  act  for  the  pre- 
servation of  the  line  should  not  be  deemed  a  violation  of 
the  injunction,  afford  any  answer  or  protection.  That  stip- 
ulation was  given  on  the  suggestion  that  the  line  would 
have  to  be  stopped,  and  that  the  horses  would  die  from 
want  of  feed,  unless  Mr.  Schell  were  allowed  to  do  what 
was  necessary  to  keep  it  going,  and  could  not  possibly  have 
misled  any  one. 

Were  the  suits  brought  by  Mr.  Schell  a  violation  of  the 
injunction  ?  A  very  specious,  but  I  think  manifestly  un- 
sound argument  has  been  made  on  his  behal£    The  assign- 
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ment  to  Mn  Schell  purported  to  convey  all  tiie  property 
of  every  character  of  the  company.  The  complaint  in  this 
Boit  Bought  to  annul  that  aBsignment.  It  charged  that  the 
aBBignment  was  illegal  and  void ;  that  the  directorB  had  no 
power  to  make  it,  and  that  Mr.  Schell  had  taken  posBeBsion 
under  it  of  all  the  property  and  effectB  of  the  company, 
and  it  prayed,  among  other  things,  that  Mr.  Schell  might 
be  enjoined  and  restrained  from  *'  in  any  manner  disturb- 
ing, holding  poBBession  of,  or  interfering  with  the  property 
and  effects  of  the  New  York  Consolidated  Stage  Company, 
or  any  part  thereof,  and  that  a  receiver  of  said  property 
and  effects  might  be  appointed."  The  order  to  show  cause 
why  an  injunction  should  not  issue  and  a  receiver  be  ap- 
pointed, which  with  the  summons  and  complaint,  was  duly 
served  on  Mr.  Schell,  commanded  him  '*  and  his  agents, 
servants,  attorneys,  and  all  persons  acting  under  him,  to 
refrain  and  desist  from  disturbing,  holding  possession  of,  or 
interfering  in  eiuj  manner  with  the  property  and  effects  of 
the  New  York  Consolidated  Stage  Company,  or  any  part 
or  portion  of  the  same."  It  is  admitted  that  the  suits  com- 
plained of  were  commenced  after  Mr.  Schell  had  been  duly 
served  with  the  order.  It  is  claimed,  and  authorities  are 
(j[ted  quite  unnecessarily  to  show  that  the  language  of  an 
iDJunction  fihould  be  plain,  and  that  a  party  is  not  to  be 
punished  for  violating  an  order  which  is  so  ambiguously 
expressed  as  to  mislead  him  into  the  belief  that  the  act 
complained  of  was  not  prohibited.  This  is  undoubtedly 
the  rule — it  is  only  just — and  if  applicable  to  the  facts  here 
will  be  acted  on.  It  is  said  that  the  subject  of  the  suits 
brought  by  Mr.  Schell  were  neither  "  property "  nor 
"  effects,"  and  that  therefore  the  injunction  has  not  been 
violated.  A  very  natural  question  arises,  and  it  is  this : 
If  they  are  neither  **  property  "  nor  "effects,"  what  are 
they?  The  counsel  for  Mr.  Schell  said  they  were  "mere 
choBOB  in  action."    But  "chosea  in  action"  are  covered 
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by  the  term  *'  property/'  which  is  a  most  oomprefaeAfiivo 
word  {iee  Bintvier^i  Law  Dkt.  ** Property"). 

While  it  is  true  that  an  injanotion  must  be  so  expressed 
that  ordinary  people  will  not  be  misled,  it  is  equally  true 
that  learned  persons  are  not  to  be  permitted  to  give  an 
unusual,  forced  and  ingenious  construction  to  language,  and 
then  plead  their  learned  ingenuity  as  an  excuse  for  a  vio- 
lation of  an  order  which  would  have  been  understood  by 
the  most  ordinary  intellect.  A  person  astute  enough  to 
^see  the  very  nice  and  fine  distinction  which  is  made  on  be-* 
half  of  Mr.  Scbell,  must  have  been  quite  conscious  that  the 
words  "  property  and  eflfects/'  were  of  a  very  sweeping 
and  general  character,  and  could  not  have  been  ignorant 
that  they  included  '^  mere  choses  in  action.''  Any  person 
of  ordinary  capacity  would  have  understood  that  "  all  the 
property"  of  the  Consolidated  Stage  Company  meant 
everything  to  which  that  company  could  have  any  right, 
and  no  one  of  ordinary  mind  could  have  imagined  that 
when  ordered  to  let  "  everything  "  alone — not  to  interfere 
with  it  in  any  manner — he  was  not  ordered  to  let  that  part 
of  "  everything  "  alone  which  was  only  a  "  mere  chose  in 
action."  Mr.  Schell  cannot  be  permitted  to  shield  himself 
by  asserting  that  he  misapprehended  that  which  is  plain  to 
the  meanest  understanding.  The  language  of  the  order  is 
to  be  understoood  according  to  its  ordinary  impoii;,  and  we 
are  not  to  strive  to  put  upon  it  by  ingenious  construction, 
a  meaning  different  from  its  natural  significance,  because 
of  the  position  which  the  defendant  occupies.  It  is  espe- 
cially the  duty  of  prominent  citizens  to  obey  scrupulously 
the  orders  of  the  court,  and  they  should  receive  no  en- 
couragement in  efforts  to  evade  them  by  shallow  pretexts. 
I'he  administration  of  the  law  will  become  justly  contempt- 
ible when  persons  of  education,  character  and  position,  can 
escape  the  consequences  of  disobedience  to  the  order  of 
the  court,  by  resorting  to  such  refined  and  artificial  attempts 
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•t  coDfltruction  as  have  been  invoked  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant. 

A  single  other  remark  will  exhibit  the  gronndlessness  of 
the  defendant's  plea.  If  Mr.  Schell  supposed  that  the 
words  "  property  and  effects,"  contained  in  the  injanction 
did  not  include  mere  '^  choses  in  action/'  how  did  it  hap- 
pen that  he  gave  a  different  construction  to  those  words 
when  contained  in  the  assignment  ?  If  thej  did  not  cover 
"  choses  in  action/'  then  he  cannot  pretend  to  have  anj 
title  to  the  choses  in  action  which  he  is  endeavoring  to 
collect  by  the  suits  complained  of,  and  that  is  a  position 
he  will  hardly  assume.  It  is  very  idle  for  Hr.  Schell  to 
say  that  he  understood  *'  all  property  and  effects  "  one  way 
when  he  read  the  assignment,  and  another  way  when  he 
read  the  injunction.  It  is  manifestly  an  afterthought  and 
a  subterfuge.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Schell 
has  clearly  violated  the  injunction,  and  that  the  case  is 
within  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  Bui^t  is 
sworn  that  the  acts  done  by  Mr.  Schell  were  done  under 
the  advice  of  counsel ;  that  they  were  not  prohibited  by 
the  injunction,  aod  were  innocent.  While,  undoubtedlyi 
advice  of  counsel  will  not  excuse  a  violation  of  an  injunc* 
tion,  yet  if  given  in  good  faith,  it  is  an  important  element 
in  considering  what  the  judgment  of  the  court  should  be* 
If  the  suggestions  which  I  am  about  to  make  are  acted 
upon,  the  authority  of  the  court  will  probably  have  been, 
after  what  I  have  said,  sufficiently  vindicated  to  render  any 
further  action,  except  perhaps  to  determine  a  question  of 
costs  of  motion,  unnecessary  in  this  case.  It  is  within  Mr. 
Schell's  power  to  undo  his  violation  of  the  injunction* 
That  must  be  done.  The  suits  brought  in  disobedience  of 
the  order  of  the  court  must  be  discontinued.  I  cannot 
listen  for  a  moment  to  any  other  suggestion  after  having 
carefully  examined  and  decided,  and  not  having  the  slight- 
est shadow  of  a  doubt  that  the  assignment  to  Mr.  Schell 
was  utterly  void,  and  when  I  see  that  no  harm  can  pes- 


282  NSW  TOBK  PRAOnCE  lUfiPORTS. 

Smith  agt.  New  Tork  CooMlidated  Stoge  Co. 

sibly  accrue  by  his  obeying  the  order  of  the  court,  since 
it  is  not  pretended  that  the  supposed  causes  of  action  are 
in  danger  of  being  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  or 
that  any  other  reason  exists  for  such  great  haste.  If  the 
order  made  be  right,  and  the  alleged  causes  of  action  exist, 
the  receiver  is  the  only  proper  person  to  bring  and  prose- 
cute the  suits.  There  is  not  the  slightest  reason  to  appre- 
hend any  mismanagement  of  or  damage  to  a  trust  confided 
to  the  gentleman  who  has  been  made  the  receiver  in  this 
matter.  Beyond  this  he  is  under  the  immediate  supervision 
and  control  of  the  court,  and  certainly  a  person  who  it 
has  been'  decided  had  no  interest  in  the  premises,  cannot 
be  permitted  to  dictate  to  or  interfere  with  him.  A  little 
less  haste  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Schell,  in  a  matter  in  which 
DO  especicd  occasion  for  speed  has  been  disclosed,  would 
have  saved  the  necessity  of  the  present  motion,  and  even 
if  he  be  right  in  claiming  that  the  assignment  is  valid,  a 
little  loss  of  time,  very  unimportant  when  compared  with 
upholding  the  dignity  of  the  court,  will  be  the  only  detri- 
ment which  can  arise  from  his  discontinuing  the  suits  in 
question,  and  obeying  the  order  *'  not  in  any  manner  to 
interfere  "  with  the  property  or  effects  of  the  New  York 
Consolidated  Stage  Company.  If  within  two  days  after 
notice  of  this  opinion  (which  notice  may  be  given  by  a  let- 
ter to  defendant's  attorney,  apprising  him  that  my  opinion 
herein  has  been  filed),  Mr.  Schell  causes  the  suits  brought 
in  violation  of  the  injunction  to  be  discontinued,  and  pre- 
sents to  me  an  affidavit  of  the  fact  within  the  same  time 
(a  copy  of  which,  with  notice  of  the  time  and  place,  when 
and  where  it  will  be  handed  to  me,  must  be  served  on  the 
attorney  for  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action),  probably,  except 
to  dispose  of  the  question  of  the  costs  of  this  motion,  I 
shall  feel  that  all  has  been  done  which  is  necqpsary  to  vin- 
dicate the  majesty  of  the  law.  If  this  suggestion  be  dis- 
regarded, I  will  make  such  order  as  I  think  the  circum- 
stances demand. 
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UNITED  STATES  COURT, 
Town  and  others  agt.  Steamship  Western  Metropolis. 

Where  the  elaimaats  file  ezeeptions  to  a  libel,  the  libellaxit  has  a  right  under  the 
Sith  admiralty  mle  of  the  supreme  eonrt,  to  move  to  am$nd  hit  libtl  in  anj  of 
the  points  excepted  to,  withoat  aubmitting  to  the  exception,  ae  provided  for  in 
mle  04  of  thii  court. 

Where  the  offending  veseel  in  a  ease  of  coUiiUm  is  arrested  in  this  distrlet,  this 
eonrt  has  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  of  action  even  though  the  oollision  ooenrred 
on  the  Potomac  river,  out  qf  the  district. 

Cases  of  maritime  torts  committed  upon  navigable  waters  are  cognisable  in  the 
admiralty  within  any  district  where  the  vessel  may  be  apprehended. 

Where  the  claimant  excepted  to  eight  distinct  matters  of  form  in  the  libel,  it  wae 
ksld  that  the  points  of  exception  embraced  matters  whioh  are  sufficiently  expUeit 
and  certain  to  a  common  intendment,  or  are  appropriately  sul^eets  of  proof;  and 
need  not  be  set  out  in  the  pleadings. 

In  Mmiralty.  United  States  District  Court,  Southern  Dit" 
trict  of  JVew  York,  January^  1865. 

Statement — The  libellaDts  filed  their  libels  claiming 
$7,875  damages  done  to  the  schooner  Mary  C.  Town,  in  a 
collision  on  the  Potomac  river,  by  the  steamer  Western 
Metropolis.  The  claimants  filed  eleven  exceptions  to  the 
libel,  eight  of  which  were  on  matters  of  formal  statement. 
Three  of  them,  however,  tended  to  a  point  of  considerable 
magnitude,  viz. :  as  to  whether  or  not  this  court  had  jnris^ 
diction  over  a  case  of  marine  tort  committed  in  the  navi- 
gable waters  of  another  district.  On  the  exceptions  coming 
in  Mr.  McMahon,  for  the  libellants,  made  a  motion  to  amend 
his  libel  in  three  of  the  points  excepted  to,  and  claimed  that 
he  could  do  so  without  submitting  to  the  exceptions  on  those 
particular  parts,  and  referred  to  rule  24  of  the  admiralty 
{Supreme  Court ,  U.  S).  Mr.  Donohue,  for  the  claimants, 
insisted  that  the  regular  f>ractice  was  for  thelibellant  to 
wait  until  the  argument  of  the  exceptions,  and  to  submit 
to  the  particular  exceptions  against  which  the  amendment 
was  sought.    The  counsel  referred  to  rule  94  of  this  district. 

Per  curiam,  Bbtts,  J.     The  libellant  moved  the  court  on 
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notice  to  the  proctors  of  the  claimants,  for  leave  to  amend 
the  libel  in  particulars  of  form  pointed  out  by  notice.  The 
counsel  for  the  claimants  opposed  the  motion  on  the  ground 
that  exceptions  to  the  libel  were  pending  in  court,  not  sub- 
mitted to  by  libellant  and  unanswered  by  the  libellant,  and 
that  he  cannot  be  allowed  in  such  case  to  amend  his  plead* 
ing.  It  appears  to  me  the  matter  is  specifically  provided 
for  by  the  rules  of  the  supreme  court  {Admiralty  Rules^  JVb. 
24).  The  libellant  is  entitled  of  course  to  have  an  amend* 
ment  of  his  pleading  until  he  shall  be  concluded  by  judg- 
ment of  court  against  it  upon  exceptions  taken  to  it  on  the 
part  of  the  claimants  {Betts^  Practice^  58).  The  claimants 
have  taken  no  steps  to  enforce  their  exceptions  to  the  libel, 
and  the  party  who  brought  the  action  is  accordingly  free  to 
ask  to  irectify  any  error  or  imperfection  found  in  his  plead- 
ings. 

Motion  granted. 

The  remaining  exceptions  to  the  libels  as  thus  am^ided, 
wf  re  brought  on  for  argument  before  same  judge. 

C.  DoNOBuz,  for  claimants,  in  support  of  the  excqptums, 

I.  The  courts  of  the  United  States  rebuke  any  informal 
statement  of  the  case  in  the  pleadings  which  does  not 
apprise  the  adversary  of  what  he  has  a  right  to  expect. 
Therefore,  although  the  counsel  for  the  libellants  may 
denominate  these  exceptions  as  merely  formal,  yet  they  are 
on  matters  of  substance,  suoh  as  from  which  quarter  the 
wind  blew.  He  has  stated  the  same  as  being  from  the 
northward.  Northward  is  not  north.  It  is  important  finr 
the  claimants  to  know  the  exact  quarter  whence  the  wind 
blew.  They  are  entitled  to  that  information  from  the  libeL 
Then  again  it  is  not  definitely  stated  how  fiur  the  veaseb 
were  apart  at  the  time  of  the  collision.  The  Potomao 
river  at  the  point  of  the  collision  is  two  miles  wide,  and 
the  olahnants  cannot  know  save  from  a  statment  in  the 
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Ubel  «6  to  what  part  of  the  river  the  vesBel  was  in  when 
collided  agaiiMt.  So  also  tibe  course  the  steamer  was  on  is 
Slot  definitely  stated. 

IL  This  court  has  no  jhrisdiotioQ  over  a  marine  tort 
committed  on  the  navigable  waters  of  another  district. 
The  collision  here  occurred  on  the  waters  of  the  Potomac 
river.  In  this  court  by  a  number  of  decisions,  such  a  juris- 
diction has  been  denied*  (See  Drummond  agt.  Raft  of  Spars, 
Dec.  Term,  1852 ;  Mintae  B§ok,  64,  p.  96 ;  Tattle  e^gt  Hogg, 
9  Wheat(m.) 

D.  McMahok,  in  reply. 

I.  The  irst  exception  is  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.  The  libel  it  appears  was  filed  in  this  district  where 
the  offending  vessel  was  seized,  and  that  the  collision  took 
place  on  the  tide  waters  of  the  Potomac  river.  This  court 
has  juriediotion.  {The  Prepeller  Commerce,  1  Black? i  Rep* 
p.  574 ;  see  also  JVe/son  agt.  Leland,  22  Shw.  U.  S.  8.  C.  R. 
48.) 

II.  The  second  exoeption  is  involved  in  the  first,  and 
proceeds  on  the  theory  that  the  libel  does  not  state  or  set 
up  facts  or  a  cause  of  action  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.  We  assume  that  it  does  so  state  the  necessary  facts. 
The  case  presented  is  one  of  a  coUisi&n  between  the  schooner 
Hary  C  Town,  owned  by  the  libellants,  and  the  steamship 
Western  Metropolis.  The  libel  states  the  collision  took 
place  **  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of 
this  honorable  court,  to  wit :  on  the  tide  waters  of  the  Pato* 
mac  river  {second  allegation  of  libel).  In  the  third  alle- 
gation of  the  libel,  it  gives  more  particularly  the  locality 
of  the  collision,  viz. :  two  miles  above  and  to  the  west  of 
Blackstone  Island  lighthouse,  and  about  in  the  middle  of 
the  river,  which  in  that  vicinity  is  about  two  miles  wide. 
In  the  first  allegation  of  the  libel  it  is  alleged  that  the  sfeud- 
ing  vessel  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  libel  was  within  th$ 
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jurisdiction  of  the  court.  In  the  last  allegation  of  the  libel 
the  general  averment  of  jurisdiction  is  made,  bo  that  eveij 
fact  is  stated  in  the  libel  within  the  case  of  the  "  Com* 
merce/'  sufficiently  to  clothe  this  court  with  the  necessary 
jurisdiction. 

III.  The  third  exception  is  that  the  libel  does  not  state 
the  point  from  which  the  wind  blew  at  the  time  of  the  coL 
lision,  with  certainty.  In  the  third  allegation  of  this  libel 
it  is  stated  "  that  the  schooner  was  coming  down,  all  sails 
set,"  a  fair  breeze  from  the  northward^  say  about  seven  knots 
an  hour.  It  then  gives  the  course  of  the  schooner,  viz. : 
southeast  by  east,  half  east,  "  the  wind  bearing  on  the  lar^ 
board  side  of  the  vessel"  At  the  end  of  the  fourth  allega. 
tion  is  this  statement :  '*  That  owing  to  the  wind  the 
schooner  could  not  have  prior  to  the  collision,  starboarded 
her  helm,  without  running  the  risk  of  coming  up  in  the 
wind  and  becoming  unmanageable."  Here  then  are  all  the 
elements  necessary  to  show  the  course  of  the  wind.  IsL 
Wind  from  the  northward.  2d.  Schooner  on  the  southeast 
by  half  east  course.  3d.  Wind  bears  on  the  larboard  side 
of  schooner.  4th.  Could  not  starboard  helm  without 
coming  up  into  wind  and  becoming  unmanageble.  These 
allegations,  and  this  course  of  navigation  show  distinctly 
that  the  wind  was  due  north,  or  nearly  so. 

lY.  In  the  fifth  exception  the  claimants  complain  that 
the  libel  does  not  set  forth  how  far  the  vessels  were  apart 
when  steamer  was  seen  from  schooner.  In  the  third  alle- 
gation of  the  libel,  the  libellants  say  :  "  about  ten  minutes 
before  eight  o'clock,  P.  M.,  she  {%,  e.,  schooner)  descried  the 
steamship  Western  Metropolis  about  two  miles  off,  coming 
up  the  river  under  full  headway."  This  statement  we  sub- 
mit is  sufficiently  specific,  and  even  were  it  not  in  the  libel, 
we  submit  that  it  is  not  important  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
libel  should  state  how  far  apart  the  two  vessels  were  at  the 
moment  of  seeing  each  other,  if  the  course  of  the  two  ves- 
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sels  otherwise  properly  appear  in  tbe  libel,  as  we  submit 
they  do  in  this  case. 

y.  Matters  of  detail,  matters  of  particularity,  are  the 
proper  office  of  evidence,  not  to  stuff  into  pleadings.  la 
fact  all  that  the  23d  rule,  supreme  court  U.  S.,  in  admiralty 
cases  requires  is,  ^*  that  tbe  libels  shall  propound  and  artic- 
ulate in  distinct  articles  the  various  allegations  of  facts 
upon  which  the  libellant  relies  in  support  of  his  suit,  so  that 
the  defendant  may  be  enabled  to  answer  distinctly  and 
separately  the  several^ matters  contained  in  each  article.^' 

This  rule  excludes  all  statements  of  detail  and  of  minute 
particulars.  Under  this  rule,  all  that  would  seem  to  be 
required  would  be,  Ist.  The  names  of  the  two  vessels.  2d. 
The  locality  of  the  collision.  3d.  The  general  directions 
of  the  wind  and  tide.  4th.  The  respective  speed. of  the 
two  vessels.  5th.  The  fact  of  the  collision,  and  of  the 
general  course  of  the  two  vessels  up  to  the  point  of  contact. 
6th.  Points  of  negligence.  7th.  Facts  showing  jurisdiction. 
8th.  Damages.     All  the  rest  becomes  matter  of  evidence. 

Conklin  in  his  Admiralty  Practice  {2d  vol.  p.  483),  says,  in 
speaking  of  the  requisites  of  libels :  It  may  be  said  in 
general,  therefore,  as  of  the  correspondent  part  of  a  bill 
in  equity,  that  in  this  part  of  the  libel  every  material  fact 
to  which  the  libellant  intends  to  offer  evidence,  ought  to 
be  distinctly  stated,  for  otherwise  he  will  not  be  permitted 
to  offer  or  require  any  evidence  of  such  fact.  But  in  the 
one  case  as  in  the  other,  a  succinct  general  charge  or  state- 
ment of  the  matters  of  fact  is  suflScient,  provided  it  be 
clear,  accurate,  and  to  all  necessary  and  convenient  extent 
certain  as  to  the  essential  circumstances  of  time,  place, 
manner  and  other  incidents,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to 
charge  minutely  all  the  circumstances  which  may  conduce 
to  prove  the  general  charge,  for  these  circumstances  are 
properly  matters  of  evidence,  which  need  not  be  charged 
in  order  to  let  them  in  as  proof.  {See  Story's  Eq.  PL  ^  28, 
241 ;   The  Palmyra^  12  Wheaton,  p,  13,  when  speaking  of  the 
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requisites  of  libels  in  rem ;  Wade  agt.  Ler&yy  20  How.  U.  S. 
S.  C.  R.  p.  43  and  44,  opinion;  U.  S>  agt.  Brig  JV*i^rcn, 
19  Id.  p.  95  ajid  96,  opinion.) 

Per  curiam,  Bstts,  J.  A  libel  was  filed  in  this  conrt 
April  13,  1864,  against  the  above  named  steamship,  charg* 
ing  a  tortious  collision  by  her  against  the  vessel  of  the 
libellants,  the  Mary  C.  Town*  The  claimants  of  the  steam* 
ship  filed  eleven  special  exceptions  against  the  sufficiency 
of  the  libel  in  point  of  law.  The  iibellants  obtained  the 
leave  oC  the  court  to  amend  their  libel  in  respect  to  three 
of  these  special  exceptions,  and  the  case  was  heard  before 
the  court  between  the  parties  on  the  pertinency  and  valid- 
iiSf  of  the  remaining  exceptions.  The  steamer  was  arrested 
within  this  district.  The  collision  occurred  upon  the  Po< 
tomac  river,  between  two  vessels  navigating  those  waters, 
and  the  gist  of  the  three  first  exceptions,  therefore^  denies 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  the  case. 

If  the  practice  of  the  local  courts  justifies  that  con- 
struction of  the  law,  or  stated  rules  of  the  court,  it  is 
clearly  erroneous.  Cases  for  maritime  torts  committed 
upon  navigable  waters,  are' cognizable  in  the  admiralty 
within  any  district  where  the  vessel  may  be  app?ehended. 
{Jackson  agt.  Steamer  Magnolia,  20  How.  U.  S.  R.  296 ; 
J\relson  agt.  Leland,  22  Id.  48 ;  The  Propeller  Commerce,  1 
Black^s  R.  574.) 

The  other  points  of  exception  embrace  matters  which 
are  sufficiently  explicit  and  certain  to  a  common  intend- 
ment, or  are  appropriately  subjects  of  proof,  and  need  not 
be  set  out  upon  the  pleadings. 

Exceptions  overruled,  with  costs  to  be  taxed. 
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When  th«  trUt  of  »  oaoM  ii  tneved  at  tlie  ^ironit.  If  the  jvdge  ii  Mtiitf  ed  from  sn 
inspeetion  of  ik»pUaiHmg9  that  the  triftl  of  the  imoM  of  fkot  will  require  the 
examination  of  a  long  aoeonnt,  or  if  after  a  trial  of  a  cause  before  a  Jury  has 
heen  eommeneed  at  the  eirouit,  it  appears  by  the  $videnee  that  the  trial  wfll 
nqnire  the  ezamination  gf  suoh  an  aoeouBt^  the  judge,  of  his  ofwA  motfoB  au^ 
direct  %rtferenu  of  the  issues  to  a  referee  to  hear  and  determine. 

And  the  court  can  direct  a  rtferenu  of  any  referable  action  on  the  motion  of  either 
party,  wbenerer  it  is  satisfied  by  Ugol  eoUinu* 

Where  the  verified  pUadingf  used  on  a  tnoiifm  for  a  referenoe  show  that  the  trial 
of  the  issues  of  fact  in  the  action  will  probably  inrolve  the  examination  of  a 
long  account,  the  motion  will  be  granted,  notwithstanding  the  (otherwise  Talid) 
objection  that  the  moving  aJfidavU  is  made  by  the  attomeif  i^d  not  by  the  party, 
without  any  excuse  being  diowa  why  it  was  not  made  by  the  party. 

Broome  General  Term^ 

Argued  Jfovember  Term^  1864.  Decided  January  Term^ 
1865. 

Present  J  Parkeb,  Mason  and  Balgok,  Jtutices^ 

Appeal  bj  defendant  from  an  order  referring  the  case  to 
William  N.  Mason,  Esq.,  to  hear  and  report, — $10  costs  to 
abide  the  event  of  thesnit,  granted  at  the  Chenango  special 
term  in  Angnst,  1864.  The  order  was  granted  npon  notice 
to  the  defendant's  attorney,  and  the  motion  was  founded 
upon  the  pleadings  in  the  action  and  an  affidavit  of  the 
plaintiff's  attorney,  which  only  Bho\ted  the  joining  of  issues 
of  fact  in  the  action,  and  the  place  of  trial  thereof.  The 
motion  was  opposed  by  defendant.  The  claims  stated  in 
the  complaint  were  for  the  rent  of  a  farm,  and  the  amonnt 
alleged  to  be  dne  from  the  defendant  upon  two  promissory 
notes. 

The  defences  set  up  in  the  answer,  were,  1st.  A  denial 
of  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  except  that  the  defend- 
ant made  the  two  promissory  notes  therein  mentioned,  and 
he  denied  that  he  was  owing  the  plaintiff  anything  on  the 
notes.  2d.  An  a^eement  for  the  pnrchase  of  the  &rm  by 
Vol.  XXVm.  J9 
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defendant,  and  the  taking  of  a  deed  thereof  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  working  and  improving  of  it  by  defendant,  and 
«  matters  connected  therewith,  as  a  defence  to  said  notes. 
3d.  A  set-off  for  money  paid,  laid  out  and  expended,  lent 
and  advanced,  for  work  and  labor  of  defendant  and  his  ser- 
vants, Ac,  use  of  team,  for  timber,  lumber,  goods,  wares 
and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  and  for 
board,  washing  and  lodging,  £<3.,  amounting  in  the  whole 
to  $288.50.  Lastly,  a  demand  of  judgment  against  the 
plaintiff  for  $588.50,  and  interest. 

The  plaintiff  served  a  reply  in  which  she  deiiied  the  alle- 
gations in  the  answer.  The  pleadings  were  verified  by  the 
parties. 

Isaac  S.  Newton,  for  plaint^. 
Horace  Packer,  far  defendant. 

By  the  court,  Balcom,  J.  Where  the  parties  do  not 
consent,  the  court  may,  upon  the  application  of  either,  or 
of  its  own  motion,  except  where  the  investigation  will 
require  the  decision  of  difficult  questions  of  law,  direct  a 
reference,  where  the  trial  of  an  issue  of  facts  shall  require 
the  examination  of  a  long  account  on  either  side  {Code^ 
§  271).  The  defendant's  counsel  insists  that  the  oMer  of 
reference  was  erroneously  granted,  because  the  attorney 
of  the  plaintiff  made  the  affidavit  showing  the  joining  of 
the  issues  of  fact  in  the  action  and  the  place  of  the  trial 
thereof,  when  no  excuse  was  given  for  the  omission  of  the 
plaintiff  to  make  it.  This  position  is  untenable.  If  the 
motion  had  been  founded  exclusively  upon  the  affidavit,  it 
could  not  have  been  granted,  for  the  reason  that  the  affi- 
davit was  insufficient  and  was  not  made  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  no  excuse  was  given  in  it  for  her  omission  to  make  it. 
{See  4  HUl,  648 ;  2  Oyu).  Pr.  Rep.  7  and  157 ;  T^any  fr 
SmitVs  Pr.  vol.  1,  p.  464.)  But  the  affidavit  was  not  relied ' 
upon  to  establish  that  the  trial  of  the  issues  in  the  action 
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would  require  the  examination  of  along  account*  No  snch 
fact  was  alleged  in  it.  And  the  attorney  knew  as  well  if 
not  better  than  the  plaintiff  when  the  issuea  were  joined  in 
the  action,  and  the  place  of  the  trial  thereof  designated 
in  the  complaint.  It  was,  therefore,  proper  for  the  attorney 
to  make  the  affidavit  showing  those  facts. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  relied  upon  the  pleadings  to  estab- 
lish that  the  trial  of  the  issues  of  fact  would  require  the 
examination  of  a  long  account.  They  were  duly  verified, 
and  I  am  of  the  opinion  they  show  prima  facie  that  the 
trial  will  require  the  examination  of  a  long  account.  The 
presumption  from  the  answer  is  that  the  defendant  has 
such  an  account  against  the  plaintiff.  I  think  the  defend- 
ant is  estopped  upon  the  question  of  the  reference,  to  deny 
that  he  has  such  an  account  against  the  plaintiff  as  he  has 
set  up  in  his  answer,  or  that  it  must  be  examined  upon  the 
trial.  And  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  judge  at  the  special 
term  had  the  right  to  infer  and  determine  that  such  account 
was  long. 

When  the  trial  of  a  cause  is  moved  at  the  circuit,  if  the 
judge  is  satisfied  from  an  inspection  of  the  pleadings  that 
the  trial  of  the  issues  of  fact  will  require  the  examination 
of  a  long  account,  or  if  after  a  trial  of  a  cause  before  a 
jury  has  been  commenced  at  the  circuit,  it  appears  by  the 
evidence  that  the  trial  will  require  the  examination  of  such 
an  account,  the  judge,  of  his  own  motion,  may  direct  a 
reference  of  the  issues  to  a  referee  to  hear  and  determine. 
The  court  can  direct  a  reference  of  any  referable  action  on 
the  motion  of  either  party,  whenever  it  is  satisfied  by  legal 
evidence  that  the  trial  of  the  issues  of  fact  in  the  action 
will  require  the  examination  of  a  long  account — and  the 
pleadings  are  legal  evidence  upon  that  question — and  when 
they  show  that  fact  the  court  may  direct  a  reference  of 
the  issues  to  a  referee  to  hear  and  determine. 

My  conclusion  is  that  the  judge  at  the  special  term  had 
the  right,  as  against  the  defendant,  to  determine  from  the 
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answer  that  the  trial  of  the  issues  of  fact  ia  the  action  wonld 
require  the  examination  of  a  long  account,  and  as  the  action 
was  referable,  the  order  of  reference  appealed  from  by  the 
defendant  should  be  afSrmed,  with  $10  costs  to  the  plain- 
tiff. 

Mason  and  Parkek,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Decision  accordingly. 


NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

HoRYTZ  Yon  Brtok  and  others,  appellants  agt  Frkdbrxcx 
M.  Peysee,  respondent. 

In  Ml  Mtion  HC^iBfll  the  d«f«]id«al  for/AlM  and  frwduUni  r$pr€$Mtation9  madt 
to  the  plaintiffs  of  the  soWenoy  of  »  third  person,  by  which  the  plaintiffs,  as 
alleged,  were  indnoed  to  sell  their  goods  to  snoh  person  o&  credit,  hj  reason  of 
which  thejr  suffered  loss,  the  defendant's  liability  depends  npon  the  (iUsity  of  Us 
ptatemeats  and  his  lenowledge  thereof,  and  their  effect  npon  the  business  deal- 
ings of  the  plaintiffs  with  the  debtor.  These  are  all  questions  of  fact  proper  for 
the  consideration  of  a  /icry. 

4Jthough  it  vuj  ^  that  the  law  will  not  presuma  tad  wfll  not  allow  a  partj  to 
claim  that  representations  which  are  belieTcd  and  acted  on  to-day,  hare  a  eon- 
tinuing  influence  for  all  time,  and  that  there  probably  must  be  some  /tm«l;  yet 
it  is  diiicnlt,  if  net  impossible  to  say  where  the  period  should  be  placed.  Like 
all  questions  of  a  similar  nature,  the  extent  of  time  to  which  it  is  fair  to  pre- 
sume or  to  permit  a  party  to  claim  that  the  influences  contmued  their  effecty 
must  depend  upon  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  each  ease,  and  it  is  for  a/«ry, 
and  not  for  the  court,  to  ascertain  ftom  the  eridenee  and  detenniue  snoh  faot. 

Therefore^  the  question  in  this  case  whether  the  plaintiffs  were  influenced  in  the 
sales  made  by  them  to  their  debtor  in  1860,  by  representations  made  to  them  by 
the  defendant  in  reepeet  to  his  solrenej  in  1858,  was  one  which  shonld  haws  gone 
to  the  jury. 

December  General  Term^  1864, 

Before  Robertson,  Ch.  J.,  Monell  and  GARviir,  JJ. 

The  action  was  to  recover  damages  as  well  for  a  false 
and  fraudulent  representation  made  to  the  plaintiffs  by  the 
defendant,  as  for  the  fraudulent  concealment  from  the  plain- 
tiffs of  facts  within  the  defendant's  knowledge.    On  the 
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trial,  before  a  jastioe  of  this  cotirt  and  a  jtny,  it  was  proved 
that  on  the  first  of  February,  1868,  the  defendant  wrote 
and  transmitted  to  the  piaintifis  a  letter,  of  which  the  fol« 
lowing  ie  a  copy : 

"  New  YorK)  February  1,  1858. 

"  Messrs.  H.  Von  Block's  Sons :  I  hereby  respectfully 
advise  you  that  I  have  this  day  made  over  my  business, 
with  debits  and  credits,  to  my  brother-in4aw  and  assistant 
for  many  years,  Mr.  Bmil  Eanter,  who  will  continue  the 
same  with  undiminished  means,  under  the  firm  of  *  Emil 
Kanter,  successor  to  Frederick  M«  Peyser.'  In  giving  you 
my  best  thanks  for  the  confidence  reposed  in  me  hitherto, 
I  beg  that  you  will  extend  the  same  also  to  my  successor, 
and  I  am,  EespectfuUy  and  humbly, 

"F.M.  Peyser." 

One  of  the  plaintifis  testified  that  afber  the  receipt  of 
this  letter  the  defendant  came  to  Crefeldt,  in  Prussia,  the 
plaintiff's  residence,  on  the  3d  of  June,  1858,  and  repeated 
the  statement  contained  in  the  letter,  and  told  the  plaintiff 
that  he  himself  beiug  a  man  of  property,  and  purposing  io 
live  in  Europe  thenceforth,  had  given  up  his  business  to 
his  brother-in-law  Eanter ;  that  in  fact  the  concern  would 
remain  altogether  the  same  with  an  alteration  of  the  firm ; 
that  these  representations  had  the  greatest  influence  on 
their  business  dealings  with  Kanter,  to  whom,  being  totally 
unknown  to  them,  they  should  also  never  have  allowed  a 
single  cent  of  credit  He  further  testified  that  they  (the 
plaintiffs)  perfectiiy  relied  upon  the  integrity  of  the  defend- 
ant's statements,  and  felt  safe  in  oonsequence.  Upon  his 
cross-examination,  the  same  witness  testified  that  at  the 
interview  with  the  defendant  on  June  Sd,  1858,  they  wanted 
him  to  interpret  the  meaning  of  the  expression  in  his  letter, 
"  undiminished  means  "  (literally  unweakened  means) ;  in 
answer  to  which  the  defendant  told  them  that  he  himself 
being  a  man  of  property,  lund  purposing  to  live  in  Europe 
henceforth,  had  given  up  his  business  to  his  brother-in-law ; 
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that  in  fact  the  concern  would  remain  altogether  the  same 
with  an  alteration  of  the  firm.  It  was  admitted  in  the 
answer,  that  for  a  long  time  prior  to  Febniary,  1858,  the 
defendant  had  been  engaged  in  a  lucrative  business  in  New 
York,  and  bad  realized  a  fortune ;  and  had  heretofore  been 
accustomed  to  purchase  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  on  credit, 
and  had  always  paid  for  the  same. 

The  answer  further  admitted  that  at  the  time  of  the  pur* 
chase  Kanter  had  no  property  or  means,  except  that  the 
defendant  at  that  time  gave  him  a  large  amount  of  stock 
and  fixtures^  good  will  and  lease  of  store,  of  the  value  of 
$1^,000  or  $20,000,  which  then  became  the  property  and 
means  of  Kanter.  It  was  further  admitted,  that  except  as 
aforesaid,  Eanter  purchased  the  business  upon  credit,  and 
that  the  defendant  knew  the  facts  above  set  forth  as\o 
property,  means  and  credit.  The  defendant  further  admit- 
ted that  for  the  purchase  Eanter  was  indebted  to  him  in 
the  sum  of  $T,000,  and  that  he  loaned  him  in  addition 
$2,000  more  to  carry  on  the  business,  and  that  at  the  time 
of  the  purchase  Eanter  gave  him  a  chattel  mortgage  upon 
the  goods  which  he  had  on  hand. 

The  first  purchase  made  by  Eanter  of  the  plaintiffs  was 
July  10«  1858,  and  the  last  October  3,  1860.  All  the  pur- 
chases made  in  1858  and  1859  were  paid.  In  1860  the 
purchases  amounted  to  11,982  francs,  which  were  not  paid 
for.  It  was  proved  that  the  goods  sent  to  Mr.  Eanter  were 
personally  selected  for  him  by  the  defendant  from  the  plain* 
tiffs'  stock  in  their  warehouse,  or  were  ordered  by  the 
defendant  to  be  manufactured  for  and  sent  to  Mr.  Eanter 
on  credit.  The  plaintiflEs  gave  in  evidence  two  other  letters, 
as  follows: 

"  To  H.  Von  Brack's  Sons : 

**  Eramfth,  near  Hamburgh,  June  29,  1860. 

« I  beg  you  after  receiving  this  letter,  to  send  me  samples 
of  velvet  trimmings  of  all  sorts  of  breadths,  as  I  am 
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inclined  to  give  you  an  order  for  it,  if  .the  samples  and 
prices  are  snitable^  Yotirs,  Ac, 

*'  PRia).  M.  Peyser." 

'*  Messrs.  H.  Yon  Brack's  Sons : 

"  KramftB)  near  Hamburgh,  16th  July,  1860. 

"  I  hereby  take  the  liberty  to  give  you  for  Mr.  Emil 
Kanter,  the  following  orders,  and  yon  will  see  to  have 
good  fabrics  a\id  fine  selection  of  colors.  I  also  beg  you 
to  let  the  goods  be  cut  per  11  metre.  As  regards  the  con- 
ditions, yon  will  receive  payment  from  Emil  Eanter  in  six 
months  from  the  date  of  the  invoice,  by  three  months'  drafts 
on  Hamburgh  punctually*  I  hope  you  will  be  satisfied  by 
it,  as  Mr.  Eanter  has  received  the  same  conditions  from  all 
his  ether  European  friends.  Yours,  Ac, 

•*  Fred.  M.  Peyser." 

At  the  close  of  <the  plaintiffs'  evidence,  upon  the  defend- 
ant's motion,  the  justice  dismissed  the  complaint,  and  the 
plaintiffs  excepted. 

Judgment  was  thereupon  entered,  and  the  plaintiffs 
appealed. 

G.  Wehle  and  T.  Djlrliitgton,  for  appellanis. 
W.  H.  Peckhah,  for  respondent. 

By  the  court,  Monell,  J.  The  representation  contained 
in  the  defendant's  letter  of  the  first  of  February,  1858,  that 
Eanter,  to  whom  he  had  sold  and  transferred  his  business, 
would  continue  it  with  **  undiminished  means,"  was  a  rep- 
resentation capable  of  being  interpreted  into  meaning  that 
the  pecuniary  means  and  facilities  possessed  by  Eanter 
were  equal  to  those  possessed  by  the  defendant,  and  that 
such  means  and  facilities  would  be  employed  by  Eanter  in 
conducting  his  business  as  the  defendant's  successor.  The 
defendant  for  many  years  had  been  engaged  in  the  business 
to  which  Eanter  succeeded,  and  from  which  he  had  acquired 
large  wealth.    His  dealings  with  the  plaintiffs  had  extended 
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through  a  number  of  previous  years,  and  thej  knew  him 
to  be  a  man  of  ''means,"  and  worthy  of  credit,  and  they 
believed  not  only  from  their  own  constmction  of  the  letter, 
with  their  previous  knowledge  of  the  defendant's  circum- 
stances, but  from  his  subsequent  interpretation  of  the  sig- 
nificauce  of  the  words  ''  undiminished  means,"  that  Eanter 
was  equally  worthy  of  credit.  In  the  sales  made  to  Kanter, 
the  plaintifs  relied  upon  the  integrity  of  the  defendant's 
statements,  and  as  one  of  the  plaintiffs  testifies,  his  repre- 
sentations had  the  greatest  influence  upon  their  business 
dealings  with  Kanter,  to  whom,  being  totally  unknown, 
they  should  else  never  have  given  any  credit. 

There  was  sufficient  evidence  that  the  representations 
were  made,  and  that  they  were  relied  upon  by  the  plain- 
tiffs in  their  subsequent  dealings  with  Kanter.  It  hence 
became  a  question  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  the 
representations  were  capable  of  the  interpretation  placed 
upon  them  by  the  plaintiffs.  The  action  was  in  tort  for  a 
false  and  fraudulent  representation,  which  induced  the 
plaintiffs  to  sell  their  goods  to  Kanter  on  credit.  The  de* 
fondant's  liability  depended  upon  the  falsity  of  the  defend- 
ant's statements  and  bis  knowledge  thereof,  and  their  effect 
upon  the  business  dealings  of  the  plaintiffs  with  Kanter. 
These  were  all  questions  of  fact,  proper  for  the  considera- 
tion of  a  jury,  and  unless  the  length  of  time  intervening 
between  the  receipt  cxf  the  defendant's  letter  of  February, 
1858,  and  the  sales  in  the  summer  of  1860,  in  judgment 
of  law,  operated  to  prevent  any  supposed  influence  which 
at  an  earlier  period  did  operate  upon  the  minds  and  govern 
the  actions  of  the  plaintiffs,  then  I  think  it  was  error  to 
take  those  questions  firom  the  jury. 

It  may  be  that  the  law  wiU  not  presume  and  will  not 
allow  a  party  to  claim  that  representations,  which  are  be« 
lieved  and  acted  on  to-day,  have  a  continuing  influence  for 
all  time.  There  probably  must  be  some  limit,  but  it  is 
difficult,  if  not  imposmble,  to  say  where  the  period  should 
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be  placed.  Like  all  questions  of  a  similar  nature,  the  extent 
of  time  to  which  it  is  fair  to  presume,  or  to  permit  a  party 
to  claim,  that  the  influences  continued  their  effect,  must 
depend  upon  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  each  case,  and, 
therefore,  no  general  rule  can  be  adopted.  In  all  such 
cases  it  is  for  the  jury  and  not  the  court  to  determine 
whether  the  parties  continued  to  be  operated  upon  by  the 
represcDtations  previously  made,  and  it  would  be  proper 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  they  are  to  ascertain  from  the 
evidence  and  determine  such  fact. 

The  only  case  that  I  have  been  able  to  find  in  which  this 
precise  question  has  been  discussed,  is  Zabriskie  agt.  Smith 
(13  JV*.  Y.  R.  322).  There  the  representation  relied  on 
was  made  some  months  before  the  last  sale,  and  the  court 
says  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  sale  was  influ- 
enced  by  representations  made  some  months  previously. 
In  short,  that  it  was  not  a  question  of  law,  but  of  fact* 
I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  question  whether  the 
plaintifib  were  influenced  in  the  sales  made  in  the  summer 
of  1860,  by  representations  made  in  1858,  should  hava 
gone  to  the  jury. 

There  is  another  view  of  this  case  presented  by  the 
pleadings  and  proofs,  which  I  will  briefly  notice.  The 
action  in  part  is  founded  on  a  fraudulent  suppression  of 
facts  by  the  defendant,  and  there  was  some  evidence  to 
support  that  branch  of  the  case.  Kanter  had  no  means, 
had  purchased  the  business  wholly  on  eredit,  and  waa 
largely  indebted  to  the  defendant  therefor.  These  facta 
were  known  to  and  were  suppressed  by  the  defendant.  la 
all  the  purchases  made  of  the  plaintiffs  he  acted  as  the 
agent  and  friend  of  Easter. '  He  had  frequent  personal 
interviews  and  written  correspondence  with  the  plaintiffs 
on  Ranter's  behalf.  As  late  as  June  29,  and  July  16, 1860« 
be  gave  writteii  orders  for  goods  to  be  sent  to  Kanter,  in 
which  he  gave  assurances  that  the  bills  would  be  punctually 
paid.    At  no  time  did  he  disclose  to  the  plaintiffs  the  facta 
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of  the  transfer  of  his  business  to  Eanter,  and  Kanter's 
large  indebtedness  to  him,  for  which  he  held  a  chattel 
mortgage  upon  all  of  Kanter's  stock  in  trade,  given,  as  it 
is  fair  to  infer  from  the  evidence,  at  or  shortly  after  the 
sale.  By  the  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  this  branch  of 
the  case  was  also  taken  from  the  jnry.  It  is  quite  clear, 
I  think,  that  if  the  defendant  knowing  the  facts  attending 
the  sale  to  Kanter,  and  his  circumstances,  did  by  his  repre- 
sentations or  acts,  induce  the  plaintiffs  to  give  Kanter 
credit,  suppressing  such  facts,  he  would  be  liable  in  this 
action.  Upon  the  whole  I  am  of  opinion  that  both  the 
questions  should  have  gone  to  the  jury,  and  that  it  was 
error  to  dismiss  the  complaint. 

Judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Robertson,  C.  J.  The  cause  of  action  in  this  case  con- 
sists of  a  deceit  practiced  by  the  defendant  on  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  year  1858,  by  means  of  two  knowingly  false  repre- 
sentations made  by  the  former  to  the  latter  of  the  means 
and  resources  of  one  Emil  Kanter,  on  the  faith  of  which 
the  latter  sold  to  him  merchandise,  amounting  in  value  to 
nearly  $2,800,  on  four  occasions  between  the  end  of  July 
and  the  beginning  of  October,  1860.  The  fraudulent  con- 
cealment by  the  defendant  of  Kanter's  embarrassments  and 
indebtediiess  at  the  time  of  such  representations  set  out  in 
the  complaint,  not  being  alleged  to  have  been  made  for  any 
purpose  of  deceit,  or  to  have  had  any  connection  with  the 
sale,  may  be  disregarded  as  being  any  part  of  the  cause  of 
action. 

The  first  of  such  representations  was  by  fetter  written 
in  G-erman,  received  by  the  plaintiffs  in  March,  1858.  It 
announced  a  transfer  by  the  defendant  of  '*  his  business, 
with  debits  and  credits,"  to  Kanter,  who  was  his  brother- 
in-law,  and  had  previously  been  his  assistant  for  many 
years,  who  would  ''  continue  the  same  with  (what  is  trans- 
lated) undiminished  means,''  under  the  firm  of  Emil  Kanter, 
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SQccesBor  to  the  defendant.  The  latter  requests  the  plain- 
tiffs to  "  extend  the  same  confidence  to  his  successor''  they 
had  hitherto  reposed  in  him.  In  the  beginning  of  June 
following,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  in  an  interview  with  the 
defendant,  **  wanted  him  to  interpret  the  meaning  of  the 
expression  of  (such)  his  letter ''  undiminished  (or  unweak- 
ened)  means ;  in  answer  to  which  '*  he  said  "  that  he  him- 
self  being  a  man  of  property,  and  purposing  to  live  in 
Europe  thenceforth,. had  given  up  his  business  to  his  bro- 
ther-in-law ;  that  in  fact  the  concern  would  remain  alto- 
gether the  same,  with  an  alteration  in  the  firm. 

At  the  time  of  making  such  representations,  Eanter  was 
indebted  to  the  defendant  for  the  whole  purchase  money 
of  the  greater  part  of  his  stock  of  goods  bought  on  credit, 
and  two  thousand  dollars  for  a  loan  of  money,  having  no 
other  means  but  such  goods  and  borrowed  money.  In 
July,  1858,  the  plaintiffs  sold  Eanter  considerable  merchan- 
dise at  six  months  credit,  and  also  on  six  other  occasions 
between  that  and  June,  1859,  all  of  which  were  paid  for 
by  the  middle  of  March,  1860.  In  the  year  1860,  they 
again  sold  him  in  like  manner,  merchandise  about  the  end 
of  July,  after  receiving  a  letter  from  the  defendant  dated 
in  the  middle  of  that  month  (July),  wherein  he  ordered 
certain  goods  for  Kanter,  and  stated :  "  As  regards  the  con- 
ditions, you  will  receive  payments  from  Emil  Eanter  in  six 
months  from  the  date  of  the  invoice,  by  three  months'  drafts 
on  Hamburgh,  punctually.  I  hope  you  will  be  satisfied 
by  it,  as  Mr.  Eanter  has  received  the  same  conditions  from 
all  his  other  European  friends."  The  plaintiffs  also  sold 
to  Eanter  other  merchandise  on  three  occasions  in  1860, 
before  the  middle  of  October,  but  have  received  no  pay- 
ments for  any  goods  sold  in  that  year.  They  received  a 
letter  in  May,  1861,  dated  on  the  .8th  of  that  month,  from 
the  defendant,  in  answer  to  one  addressed  by  them  to 
Eanter,  demanding  payment,  in  which  the  defendant  stated 
that  Eanter  would  be  able  to  pay  their  debt  in  full  if  they 
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allowed  him  another  year's  credit.  On  the  18th  of  the 
same  month  the  defendant  took  from  Eanter  a  chattel 
mortgage  on  all  his  stock  in  trade,  to  secure  the  payment 
of  nearly  $28,000,  claimed  to  be  the  amount  due  to  the 
former  by  the  latter,  for  the  purchase  of  his  stock  in  trade 
and  moneys  loaned.  After  taking  possession  of  such  goods, 
and  selling  sixty-five  hundred  dollars  worth  of  them,  the 
residue  was  worth  less  than  the  residue  claimed  by  the 
defendant*  Judgments  having  been  obtained  against  Kan- 
tar,  his  assets  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  receiver. 

In  cases  of  this  kind  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  establish 
both  a  design  to  practice  a  deceit  and  reliance  upon  the 
means  used  to  carry  out  such  design,  as  an  inciting  cause 
to  the  credit  given.  There  must  always  be  a  limit  to  the 
period  of  time  before  a  credit  given,  within  which  a  false 
representation  made  could  not  be  given  in  evidence  to 
establish  an  intent  to  accomplish  such  deceit,  or  the  giving 
of  the  credit  on  the  faith  of  its  statement.  The  determi-* 
nation  of  that  limit,  where  there  are  no  other  circumstances 
to  fix  it  but  the  representation  and  the  credit,  cannot  be 
left  to  the  varying  impression  of  juries  in  each  case,  but 
must  be  adjusted  by  rules  of  law.  It  is  easy  to  specify  a 
limit  as  a  maximum,  beyond  which  a  representation  could 
not  be  given  in  evidence  to  establish  a  deceit  by  its  means ; 
the  difficulty  lies  in  fixing  the  minimum,  and  there  may 
always  be  a  debatable  ground  in  which  the  question  be* 
comes  one  of  faot.  In  this  case  the  representation  was 
made  in  March»  1868,  and  the  credit  given  in  July,  1860, 
being  two  years  and  fern*  months  afterwards.  Had  nothing 
•else  intervened,  it  would  be  difficult  to  say  that  the  former 
was  admissible  in  evidence  as  the  intended  cause  of  the 
latter.  Without  inquiry  or  further  information,  the  plain- 
tiffs as  persons  of  ordinary  prudence,  cotild  not  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  believed  that  the  circumstances  of  a  party 
would  necessarily  remain  the  same  all  that  time.  In  Za^ 
bri$ki€  agt.  Smith  (13  JV.  Y.  R.  322),  a  lapse  of  seven  months 
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bettween  a  representation  and  a  credit,  was  held  too  short 
for  any  presumption  as  matter  of  law  that  the  former  was 
not  the  canse  of  the  latter,  and  the  question  was  left  to 
the  jury.  But  the  time  in  this  case  is  quadruple  of  that 
in  the  case  just  cited,  and  it  therefore  does  not  furnish  a 
decisive  standard. 

In  this  case,  however,  after  a  continuance  of  dealings 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  Kanter,  until  March,  1860,  the 
defendant  in  July  following,  again  intervenes,  acting  as 
Eanter's  agent,  but  personally  promising  the  punctual  pay- 
ment by  the  latter  of  his  new  indebtedness  at  the  end  of 
a  proposed  credit.  This  must  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
continuation  of  the  impression  of  the  earlier  representation 
down  to  the  time  of  such  new  negotiations,  or  its  revival, 
to  allow  it  and  them  to  go  to  the  jury  on  the  question 
whether  the  plaintiffs  were  influenced,  however  slightly, 
by  them  in  such  sale  in  1860.  The  conduct  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  his  relations  with  Kanter,  were  also  sufficient  prima 
facie  evidence  to  be  passed  upon  by  the  jury,  of  the  knowl- 
edge by  the  former  of  the  dealings  between  the  latter  and 
the  plaintiffs.  Knowing  such  dealings,  he  was  bound  also 
to  know  that  such  a  letter  as  he  then  wrote  was  likely  to 
renew  or  keep  alive  the  impressions  of  his  first  represen- 
tations, and  induce  the  plaintiffs  to  recur  to  them  in  giving 
a  new  credit.  Reiterated  assurances  of  a  person's  sol- 
vency, in  whatever  form  given,  and  at  whatever  intervals, 
provided  the  first  have  not  entirely  been  forgotten,  have  a 
tendency  to  deepen  the  fading  impression,  even  if  it  has 
been  quite  forgotten,  to  revive  it,  unless  after  a  great  lapse 
of  time.  Such  was  this  case,  and  it  should  have.been  left 
to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  early  representations  had 
no  influence  in  inducing  the  latter  saleis.  Such  a  case  is 
entirely  different  from  credit  given  long  after  a  representa- 
tion of  pecunia^  ability.  In  such  a  case  the  possibility  of 
a  change  of  them  would  be  such  as  to  prevent  i^ny  prudent 
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man  from  relying  upon  such  old  representations,  or  trusting 
without  a  new  inquiry.. 

It  does  not  matter  in  this  case  that  possibly  the  previous 
punctual  discharge  of  his  indebtedness  by  Kanter,  or  the 
new  representation  by  the  defendant  of  his  ability  to  pay 
punctually,  may  have  had  a  greater  weight  with  them;  it 
would  still  be  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  influence 
of  the  first  representations  so  continued  or  revived,  tended 
under  the  circumstances  to  induce  the  plaintiffs  to  sell  to 
Kanter  in  1860,  the  merchandise  in  question.  The  repre- 
sentation made  by  the  defendant  in  1858,  was  not  merely 
generally  of  Kanter's  solvency  or  responsibility.  It  was 
special.  Alter  announcing  his  purchase  of  the  defendant's 
stock,  good  will  and  debts,  the  defendant  proceeded  to  say 
that  he  would  carry  on  the  business  with  undiminished 
^means,  and  requested  the  plaintiffs  to  exhibit  the  same  con- 
fidence in  him  as  in  himself.  He  was  designated,  too,  as 
the  plaintiff's  successor  in  the  firm  name  adopted.  Gould 
stronger  language  be  used  to  express  the  substitution  of 
Kanter  for  the  defendant,  with  the  same  resources  ?  To 
prevent  any  misapprehension,  the  defendant  when  interro- 
gated, stated  in  most  emphatic  language  that  there  was  to 
be  no  alteration  except  in  the  firm.  The  possession  of  an 
old  stock  of  goods  and  of  borrowed  money,  for  which  he 
owed,  certainly  did  not  bear  out  this  statement.  What- 
ever, therefore,  might  have  been  the  cause  of  Kanter's 
insolvency  afterwards,  and  whether  the  defendant  was 
instrumental  in  it  or  not,  he  was  responsible  for  the  truth 
of  his  representations,  if  he  intended  to  and  did  procure 
credit  for  Kanter  by  their  means. 

The  representations  were  not  a  letter  of  credit  for  a 
single  transaction ;  they  were  operative  as  to  all  future 
purchases  which  they  enabled  Kanter  to  make,  and  the  first 
payments  may  have  been  made  as  part  of  a  system  to  lull 
the  plaintiffs  into  false  security.  And  priSi  facie  evidence 
of  the  defendant's  purpose  may  be  found  in  his  intermed- 
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dling  in  Eanter's  business,  bnishing  np  his  credit  in  1860, 
and  sweeping  away  his  whole  stock  of  goods  within  a  year 
afterwards,  for  part  of  his  claim. 

I  concur,  therefore,  in  thinking  the  case  was  improperly 
withdrawn  from  the  jury,  and  that  a  new  trial  should  be 
had. 


CALIFORNIA  SUPREME  COURT. 
Carpenter  agt.  Atherton. 

In  California,  where  %  party  enters  into  a  written  oontract  for  the  payment  of  a 
mm  of  money  in  gold  coin  of  the  United  States, — snch  oontraots  heinganthoriied 
hy  a  statute  of  that  state,  he  will  be  decreed  to  specifically  ptrform  snch  oon- 
iraet,  and  make  payment  in  gold  coin.  And  it  is  no  defence  to  an  action  for 
■noh  specific  performance  that  the  defendant  has,  before  snit  broaght,  tendered 
in  payment  to  the  fall  amount  of  his  obligation.  United  Statet  legal  UndT  lutfet. 

Sacramento,  California,  August  16,  1864. 

CuRREY,  J.  The  defendant  made  and  delivered  to  plain- 
tiff his  contract  in  writing,  bearing  date  the  2d  of  April, 
1864,  by  which  for  a  valuable  consideration  he  promised  to 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $500,  on  demand,  in  United 
States  gold  coin.  Some  time  afterwards,  the  plaintiff  duly 
demanded  payment  of  the  sum  of  money  due  on  this  con- 
tract, in  the  kind  of  currency  specified  therein.  The  de- 
fendant refused  to  pay  in  gold  coin,  but  subsequently,  and 
before  this  action  was  commenced,  tendered  and  offered  to 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  certain  United  States  notes,  amounting 
in  the  aggregate  to  the  sum  of  the  principal  and  interest 
due  to  the  plaintiff.  The  United  States  notes  so  tendered 
were  issued  under  and  in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  congress 
of  the  United  States,  entitled,  an  act  to  authorize  an  addi- 
tional issue  of  United  States  notes,  and  for  other  purposes, 
approved  July  Xlth,  1862.  By  this  act  the  notes  so  ten- 
dered were  made  lawful  money,  and  a  legal  tender  in  pay- 
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inent  of  all  debts  public  and  private  withia  the  United 
States,  except  as  therein  otherwise  provided.  The  defendr 
ant,  by  his  answer,  pleaded  the  tender  of  these  United 
States  notes  for  payment  of  the  amount  due,  and  brought 
the  same  into  court  with  his  answer,  ready  to  be  paid  to 
the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  demurred  to  the  answer  on  the 
ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
defence,  and  specified  as  causes  of  demurrer : 

First  That  the  United  States  notes  tendered  are  not 
money,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not,  nor  is  he  by  law,  obliged 
to  receive  the  same  in  payment  of  money  diie  him. 

Second.  That  by  the  contract  on  which  the  action  was 
brought,  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  the  sum  of  money 
due  the  plaintiff  in  gold  coin  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  defendant  does  not  aver  a  tender  of  the  amount  due 
in  such  coin. 

The  demurrer  was  sustained,  and  at  the  same  time  leave 
was  granted  to  defendant  to  amend  his  answer,  which  he 
declined  to  do ;  whereupon  the  court  ordered  and  adjudged 
that  the  plaintiff  have  and  recover  against  the  defendant, 
the  principal  and  interest  due,  and  the  costs  of  the  action, 
specifying  the  amount  thereof,  payable  in  gold  coin  of  the 
United  States.  And  it  was  further  ordered  and  adjudged, 
that  the  plaintiff  have  execution  to  enforce  the  collection 
of  such  judgment,  with  the  interest  which  might  accrue 
thereon ;  and  that  such  execution  specify,  direct,  and  pro- 
vide that  the  judgment  and  all  accruing  interest  thereon  shall 
be  collected  only  in  gold  coin  of  the  United  States.  The 
defendant  ha9  appealed  from  this  judgment,  which  brings 
up  the  case  to  be  considered  upon  certain  alleged  errors 
that  are  assigned  in  a  well  drawn  bill  of  exceptions,  pre- 
senting the  whole  case  upon  its  real  merits.  The  excep- 
tions taken  to  the  rulings  and  judgments  of  the  court,  raise 
the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  act  of  the  legislature 
in  the  state,  passed  on  the  27th  of  April,  1863,  commonly 
called  the  "  specific  contract  law,"  in  so  far  as  its  provis- 
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ions  relate  to  the  points  involved  in  this  controversy  {Laws 
1863,  p.  687).  The  second  section  of  this  act  provides 
that  in  an  action  on  a  contract  or  obligation  in  writing  for 
the  direct  payment  of  money,  made  payable  in  a  specified 
kind  of  money  or  currency,  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
whether  the  same  be  by  default  or  after  verdict,  may  fol- 
low the  contract  or  obligation,  and  be  made  payable  in  the 
kind  of  money  or  currency  specified  therein. 

The  third  section  of  the  act  provides  that  the  execution 
to  be  issued  on  such  judgment  shall  state  the  kind  of  money 
or  currency  on  which  the  judgment  is  payable,  and  shall 
require  the  sheriff  to  satisfy  the  same  in  the  kind  of  money 
or  currency  in  which  it  is  made  payable,  and  that  the 
sheriff  shall  refuse  payment  in  any  other  kind  of  money  or 
currency,  and  in  case  of  the  levy  and  sale  of  the  property 
of  the  judgment  debtor,  he  shall  refuse  payment  from  any 
purchaser  at  such  sale  in  any  other  kind  of  money  or  cur* 
rency  than  that  specified  in  the  execution. 

It  is  a  cardinal  rule  in  the  construction  of  statutes,  that 
every  reasonable  intendment  is  to  be  made  in  support  of 
their  validity.  {Morris  agt.  People,  3  Denioj  381 ;  exparte 
McCollom,  1  Cowen,  564 ;  Fletcher  agt.  Peck,  1  Cranch,  87 ; 
People  agt.  Supervisors  of  Orange,  17  JV.  Y.  R.  241.)  But 
whenever  it  is  clear  that  the  legislature  has  transcended 
its  powers  in  the  passage  of  an  act  which  is  repugnant  to 
the  paramount  law,  it  is  among  the  most  important  duties 
of  the  judicial  authorities  to  declare  the  invalidity  of  the 
act  so  passed,  {^dams  agt.  HaWy  14  Mass.  365 ;  Fletcher 
agt.  Peck,  6  Cranch,  87.) 

By  the  laws  of  the  land  the  country  is  furnished  with 
three  kinds  of  money,  gold,  silver  and  United  States  notes, 
as  media  of  exchange.  Money  made  by  the  coinage  of 
gold  or  silver,  is  a  legal  tender  as  prescribed  by  law,  in 
the  discharge  of  obligations  which  are  to  be  satisfied  by 
the  payment  of  money  in  general  terms.  And  we  have 
held  in  Sick  agt.  FatUkner,  and  in  other  cases,  that  the  notes 
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of  the  United  States,  issued  by  the  anthority  of  the  laws 
of  the  national  legislature,  form  a  lawful  money,  and  a  legal 
tender  in  the  payment  of  private  debts.  But  it  does  not 
follow  that  every  kind  or  any  kind  of  money  which  by  law 
is  a  legal  tender  in  the  payment  of  debts,  may  be  tendered 
in  satisfaction  of  every  obligation  capable  of  performance 
by  the  transfer  and  delivery  of  property  in  satisfaction  of 
it.  In  Sick  agt.  Faulkner^  we  said  upon  good  authority 
that  gold  and  silver  are  commodities,  the  value  of  which 
is  estimated  by  the  value  of  other  things,  in  the  same 
manner  as  that  of  the  latter  is  estimated  by  the  value  of 
gold  and  silver.  This  quality  or  character  of  the  precious 
metals  is  not  destroyed  by  their  division  into  parcels  bear- 
ing the  impression  of  the  mint,  possessing  a  specific  value 
ascertained  and  regulated  by  positive  law.  If  one  agrees 
generally  to  pay  or  deliver  to  another  a  given  number  of 
dollars,  he  may  perform  his  contract  by  the  payment  of  the 
specified  sum  in  any  kind  of  dollars  which  are  recognised 
as  such,  and  made  a  legal  tender  for  the  purpose  by  the 
law  of  the  land,  for  by  doing  so  he  will  fill  his  engagement 
according  to  its  letter.  But  if  he  contracts,  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  to  pay  his  debt  in  a  particular  kind  of  money, 
bis  obligation  cannot  be  discharged  in  accordance  with  his 
stipulation,  by  payment  In  a  different  kind  of  money,  and 
though  by  the  unaided  rules  of  the  common  law  he  could 
not  be  compelled  to  perform  specifically  that  which  he  had 
promised,  yet  in  morals,  his  obligation  to  do  so  is  in  no 
degree  diminished.  Courts  of  equity  from  an  early  period, 
have  exercised  jurisdiction,  enforcing  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  contracts,  for  the  reason  that  the  courts  of  com- 
mon law  though  recognizing  the  obligation  of  parties  to  a 
contract  to  perform  theii-  respective  parts  of  it  according 
to  its  terms,  could  not  afford  this  remedy  to  the  party 
injured  by  the  non  performance  of  the  other.  At  law,  the 
party  disappointed  by  the  breach  of  the  contract,  was 
compelled  to  be  satisfied  with  money  as  a  substitute  for  the 
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thing  for  which  he  had  contracted,  and  to  which  he  was  in 
justice  entitled.  The  money  recovered  in  such  cases  by 
way  of  damages,  was  considered  as  a  substantial  equiva- 
lent for  the  injury  sustained  by  the  breach  of  the  contract, 
and  upon  this  subject  Judge  Story  says:  '**  It  is  against 
conscience  that  a  party  should  have  a  right  of  election 
whether  he  will  perform  his  covenant  or  only  pay  damages 
for  the  breach  of  it"  {Story  on  Equity  Juris.  717,  a). 

Contracts  relating  to  real  property,  embraced  by  far  the 
most  numerous  instances  in  which  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
court  of  equity  may  be  invoked  to  administer  the  remedy 
of  specific  performance.  But  this  species  of  remedy  has 
not  been  limited  to  the  enforcement  in  terms  of  agreements 
relating  to  lands.  It  has  been  in  many  instances  extonded 
to  enforcing  specifically  contracts  relating  to  personal  pro- 
perty, and  also  to  the  performance  of  personal  acts,  though 
in  such  cases  peculiar  circumstances  muat  exist  to  call  forth 
the  remedial  agency  of  the  court.  The  reason  assigned 
for  the  universal  exercise  of  this  jurisdiction  as  to  con- 
tracts respecting  land,  and  not  in  relation  to  agreements 
concerning  personal  property,  is  not  because  of  any  dis- 
tinction between  realty  and  personalty,  but  because  in  the 
former  case  damages  at  law  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  com- 
plete and  adequate  remedy  for  breach  of  the  contract, 
while  in^e  latter  a  compensation  in  damages  is  deemed 
commensurate  with  the  injury  sustained ;  but  whenever  a 
violation  of  a  contract  relating  to  personal  property  can- 
not be  correctly  estimated  in  damages,  or  whenever  from 
the  nature  of  the  contract  a  specific  execution  of  it  is  indis- 
pensable to  justice,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  refuse  its 
aid.  {Duff  agt.  Fisher,  15  CaL  381 ;  WUlarcPs  Eq.  Juris. 
271,  280 ;  Fells  agt.  Reed,  3  Vesey,  70  ;  Sullimn  agt.  Zuck, 
1  Mary.  Ch.  Decisions^  50;  Waters  agt.  Howard,  Id,  112; 
Barr  agt.  Tapsley,  1  Wheat.  152 ;  Philips  agt.  Berger\  2 
Barb.  608,  and  8  Id.  128  ;  Stuyvesant  B.gi.  The  Mayor  ofJVew 
York,  11  Paige,  414,  427;  Story's  Eq.  Juris.  §§  712,  720.) 
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The  man  who  contracts  to  sell  and  convey  lands,  is  under 
no  greater  obligation  morally  to  perform  his  agreement 
than  he  who  agrees  for  a  valuable  consideration  received, 
to  deliver  to  the  purchaser  personal  property  which  he  has 
sold,  is  to  perform  his.  If  there  be  any  distinction  be- 
tween the  two  cases  let  the  learned  casuist  resolve  it,  for 
if  on  this  point  we  are  in  error,  we  need  to  be  instrncted* 
The  act  of  the  legislature,  by  authority  of  which  the 
judgment  in  this  case  was  rendered,  is  remedial  in  its  na- 
ture, affording  to  the  party  who  may  be  justly  entitled  to 
the  performance  of  the  contract  in  terms,  the  means  of 
enforcing  it.  The  right  to  its  enforcement  is  consistent 
with  good  faith,  and  with  the  dictates  of  a  scrupulous  and 
exact  justice.  Then  is  the  legislature  competent  to  pro- 
vide for  the  creditor  a  remedy  to  compel  his  debtor  to  do 
what  he  has  solemnly  and  deliberately  bound  himself  to 
do  ?  On  this  point  there  can  be  no  doubt,  unless  the  act 
under  consideration  is  in  derogation  of  the  laws  of  con- 
gress making  United  States  notes  lawful  money,  and  a  legid 
tender  in  payment  of  debts.  Upon  the  solution  of  this 
question  our  judgment  must  necessarily  depend.  Before 
a  court  duly  appreciating  the  measure  of  its  duty,  will 
declare  an  act  of  the  legislature  invalid  as  contravening 
the  laws  of  congress,  a  case  must  be  presented  in  which 
there  can  be  no  rational  doubt  (£r  parte  McCollam,  1  Cow. 
564).  For  it  is  not  on  slight  implication  and  vague  con- 
jecture,  that  the  legislature  is  to  be  pronounced  to  have 
transcended  its  powers,  and  its  acts  to  be  considered  void 
{Fletcher  agt.  Peck,  6  Cranch,  87).  It  is  insisted  on  the 
part  of  the  appellant,  that  as  the  acts  of  congress  making 
United  States  notes  lawful  money,  and  a  legal  tender  in 
the  payment^  of  private  debts,  is  the  paramount  law,  there- 
fore such  currency  is  adequate  for  the  discharge  of  all 
debts  which  are  to  be  satisfied  by  the  payment  of  money. 
This  is  so,  as  we  have  already  observed  in  respect  to  debts 
which  are  payable  in  money  generally,  but  as  to  the  con- 
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tract  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  judgment  in  this  case, 
it  is  more  than  a  contract  for  the  payment  of  money  merely. 
It  goes  to  the  extent  of  defining  by  what  specific  act  the 
contract  shall  be  performed.  By  the  admitted  and  settled 
rules  of  law,  such  a  contract  can  be  performed  according 
to  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  only  by  the  payment  of 
the  kind  of  money  specified.  Is  there  anything  in  law  or 
morals  opposed  to  such  a  contract  7  If  not,  what  objection 
can  there  be  to  enforcing  it  in  case  voluntary  performance 
is  refused  ? 

That  a  creditor  may  have  uses  for  money  of  a  particular 
kind,  the  acts  of  congress  making  United  States  notes  law- 
ful money,  and  a  legal  tender  in  the  payment  of  debts, 
seem  to  have  contemplated.  He  may  have  to  pay  duties 
oir  imports,  and  debts  beyond  the  territorial  communities 
where  United  States  notes  are  the  usual  media  of  exchange, 
as  verified  by  every  day's  experience.  The  importer  of 
merchandise  must  have  gold  and  silver  money  to  pay  the 
duties  imposed  by  law  on  his  importations.  With  such 
means  only  can  he  discharge  his  pecuniary  obligations  to 
the  government.  He  must  have  metalic  money  for  the  pur- 
chase of  such  merchandise,  because  the  paper  currency  of 
the  government  will  not  answer  his  purpose  abroad.  The 
importation  of  goods  from  foreign  countries  is  a  lawful 
trade,  which  congress  under  the  constitution  may  regulate, 
and  has,  from  time  to  time,  regulated.  By  what  means  is 
the* merchant  who  is  engaged  in  this  species  of  trade  to 
provide  for  his  necessities,  that  is,  for  the  payment  of  his 
debts  abroad,  and  his  duties  on  imports  at  home,  unless  by 
securing  payment  from  his  debtors  in  the  kind  of  money 
which  he  needs,  and  without  which  he  must  abandon  the 
business  in  which  he  is  engaged  ?  Perhaps  it  will  be  an- 
swered that  he  must  sell  his  goods  for  ready  money,  arid 
not  upon  credit,  and  thus  secure  a  price  in  gold  and  silver, 
and  the  purchaser  from  him  must  in  his  turn  also  sell  for 
like  ready  money,  in  order  to  be  furnished  with  the  means 
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to  pay  the  importer,  and  the  consumer  most  also  proyide 
himself  with  the  same  kind  of  money,  let  it  be  derived 
from  what  source  of  industry  it  may,  to  pay  for  the  goods 
he  may  need  for  consumption.  If  the  owner  of  property 
may  sell  the  same  for  metallic  money,  to  be  paid  concur- 
rently with  the  sale  and  delivery  of  it,  we  can  see  no  rea- 
son why  he  can  not  sell  for  the  same  kind  of  money,  to  be 
paid  at  a  future  day.  A  sale  on  credit,  is  by  the  custom 
and  laws  of  the  trade,  recognized  as  legitimate,  and  is 
deemed  to  be  consistent  with  good  conscience  and  sound 
morals. 

It  4S  sometimes  argued  that  the  act  of  the  legislature 
under  consideration  discriminates  invidiously  to  the  dis- 
crediting of  United  States  notes.  We  are  unable  to  per- 
ceive wherein.  There  is  certainly  nothing  in  the  act  itself 
that  can  justify  such  an  inference.  If  such  a  charge  were 
made  against  the  act  of  congress  making  United  States 
notes  lawful  money,  and  a  legal  tender  in  the  payment  of 
certain  debts,  it  might  be  maintained  with  more  seeming 
plausibility  that  congress  itself  has  limited  the  uses  to 
which  the  notes  can  be  applied,  and  has  provided  expressly 
that  in  certain  cases  gold  and  silver  money  shall  be  used 
within  the  United  States  for  the  discharge  of  pecuniary 
obligations,  and  thus  by  implication  at  least,  has  recognized 
an  existing  necessity  for  the  employment  of  gold  and  silver 
money  for  the  excepted  cases.  But  even  in  this  we  cannot 
perceive  that  any  unjust  discriminati6n  is  made  between 
the  different  kinds  of  mon^.  With  the  people  of  some 
countries  trade  can  be  carried  on  by  the  use.  of  silver 
money  with  greater  convenience  and  advantage  than  with 
gold  coin,  yet  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  merchant  who  fur- 
nishes himself  with  silver  for  his  purposes  thereby  dis- 
criminates to  the  prejudice  of  gold.  The  argument  that 
the  act  in  question  unjustly  distinguishes  between  metallic 
and  paper  money,  if  valid  as  an  objection  to  contracts  for 
the  direct  payment  of  a  particular  kind  of  money  upon 
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credit  given,  is  equally  so  as  to  sales  made  for  the  same 
kind  of  money  paid  at  the  time.  It  would  be  illegal  to 
hold  that  the  effect  in  the  one  case  is  more  or  less  detri- 
mental to  the  credit  of  United  States  notes  than  in  the 
other.  Arguments  of  the  character  which  we  have  here 
noticed,  are  too  obviously  fallacious  to  require  even  the 
attention  which  we  have  devoted  to  their  refutation.  Again, 
the  man  of  means,  actuated  by  patriotic  motives  to  aid  the 
government,  or  for  the  purpose  of  legitimate  investment, 
may  desire  to  accumulate  United  States  notes  with  the 
view  of  exchanging  them  for  the  bonds  of  the  government, 
payable  within  the  time,  and  bearing  the  rate  of  interest 
specified  and  provided  in  the  act  of  congress.  Is  there,  or 
can  there  be  any  good  reason  why  he  may  not  provide  for 
the  desired  supply  by  receiving  payment  from  his  debtors 
in  the  kind  of  money  that  would  serve  his  purpose  7  Is 
not  the  end  which  he  seeks  lawful,  and  are  not  the  means 
legitimate  to  the  end  ?  The  acts  of  congress  relating  to 
the  national  currency,  comprehend  all  kinds  of  money,  and 
the  various  provisions  of  these  acts  must  be  considered  and 
construed  in  pari  materia.  By  this  course  it  will  be  readily 
and  at  once  perceived  that  while  United  States  notes  are 
by  the  sovereign  behest  made  lawful  money,  and  a  legal 
tender  in  the»  payment  of  debts,  except  in  the  instances 
specified,  gold  and  silver  money  is  equally,  by  force  of  posi* 
tive  law,  a  legal  tender  in  the  payment  of  all  debts,  and  is 
also  recognized  as  an  indispensable  currency  for  purposes  to^ 
which  government  notes  cannot  be  applied ;  and,  therefore, 
the  inference  is  logical  if  not  inevitable,  that  congress  did 
not  design  that  these  acts  should  interfere  to  prevent  men 
from  contracting  for  any  particular  kind  of  money  which 
they  might  need. 

Whatever,  in  the  estimation  of  men  engaged  in  monetary 
transactions,  may  be  the  difference  in  value  between  gold 
and  silver  money  and  the  paper  currency  of  the  govern- 
ment of  the  same  denomination,  we  cannot  say  judicially 
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that  a  gold  or  silver  dollar  it  of  greater  or  less  yalne  than 
a  United  States  note  of  the  same  denomination,  and  we 
doubt  if  a  case  conld  be  presented  to  a  court  of  justice 
which  would  authoriSe  evidence  of  a  difference  in  the  value 
of  the  two  kinds  of  money.  A  court  would  be  placed  in 
an  anomalous  and  absurd  predicament  in  listening  and  giv* 
ing  heed  to  evidence  designed  to  establish  as  a  fact  thai 
one  dollar  is  worth  more  or  less  than  another  {Wood  agt. 
BuUenSf  6  AUtn^s  Rep.  516).  By  an  act  of  congress  of  the 
United  States,  passed  1853,  silver  money,  consisting  of 
half  dollars,  quarter  dollars,  dimes  and  half  dimes,  issued 
in  accordance  with  the  standard  of  that  act,  was  made  a 
legal  tender  in  the  payment  of  debts  in  sums  not  exceeding 
five  dollars.  Now  if  A  should  loan  to  B  one  thousand  half 
dollars  coined  under  the  act  of  1853,  and  B  should  in  con- 
sideration thereof,  contract  with  A  to  pay  the  debt  so  cre- 
ated in  like  silver  coin,  would  not  a  tender  of  the  same 
kind  of  money  in  payment  of  the  debt  be  a  legal  tender  ? 
No  one,  we  apprehend,  who  xmderstands  the  import  of  the 
word  tender,  would  answer  otherwise  than  in  the  affirma- 
tive. Then  if  the'  debtor  in  such  a  case  could  discharge 
his  obligation  by  a  voluntary  performance  of  his  priMnise, 
on  what  just  principle  could  he  escape  it  if  he  were  so 
determined?  The  duties  of  the  obligor  and  obligee  in 
such  cases  must  be  reciprocal,  and  they  should  be  commen- 
surable. In  the  nature  of  things  that  which  is  lawful  to 
tender  on  the  one  hand  is  lawful  to  demand  on  the  other. 
(8  Barb.  821 ,  1  Sim.  ^  Siu.  174  and  607 ;  2  Ed.  Ch.  Rep. 
631 ;  Story's  Eq.  Juris.  §  728.)  The  act  of  the  legislature 
under  consideration  is  partly  ;remedial  in  its  nature.  It 
creates  no  new  right  in  the  abstract.  It  does  no  more  than 
add  to  the  cases  in  which  it  is  competent  for  the  courts  to 
enforce  the  execution  of  contracts  specifically,  and  pro- 
vides the  means  by  which  it  can  be  done.  In  this  the 
act  is  in  harmony  with  the  doctrines  of  equity  jurispru- 
dence relating  to  kindred  subjects,  and  at  the  same  time 
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it  in  no  just  sense  contrarenes  the  laws  of  congress  making 
United  States  notes  lawful  money,  and  a  legal  tender  in  the 
payment  of  debts.  It  is  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  appel- 
lant that  the  court  erred  in  determining  by  judgment  that 
the  costs  and  'disbursements  of  the  action  must  also  be 
paid  in  gold  coin.  The  second  section  of  the  act  provides 
that  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  may  follow  the  contract  or 
obligation,  and  be  made  payable  in  the  kind  of  money  or 
currency  specified  therein.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  his  costs,  which  became  a  component  part  of  the 
judgment,  and  payable  in  the  kind  of  money  specified 
therein. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

We  concur,  Rhodes,  Shaftee,  JJ. 

Sawyer,  J.  I  entered  upon  the  consideration  of  the 
questions  involved  in  this  case,  not  without  grave  doubts 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  specific  contract  law ;  for  when 
we  held  the  act  making  treasury  notes  a  legal  tender  in 
payment  of  all  debts,  public  and  private,  to  be  constitu* 
tional,  it  seemed  to  follow  as  a  logical  consequence  that  if 
an  agreement  to  pay  a  given  sum  of  money  in  gold  coin 
is  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  then  the  debtor 
is  entitled  to  discharge  it  by  paying  the  amount  called 
for  in  treasury  notes ;  and  this  would  be  true  in  relation  to 
all  debts  created  generally,  without  any  limiting  or  quali- 
fying term  in  the  contract  creating  the  liability. 

In  such  a  case  the  law  has  given  to  the  debtor  his  option 
to  elect  which  kind  of  money  made  by  law  a  legal  tender 
he  will  adopt  in  discharging  his  liability.  It  is  a  right  or 
privilege  conferred  on  him  of  which  he  cannot  be  deprived 
except  with  his  consent.  But  a  right  or  privilege  conferred 
upon  an  individual  either  by  constitutional  ^or  statutory 
law  may  be  waived  by  the  party  interested,  unless  such 
waiver  would  contravene  public  policy.  Such  is  the  case 
even  in  criminal  law.  Natural  persons  of^l  age,  of  sound 
mind,  and  under  no  recognized  legal  disability,  are  endowed 
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with  an  unlimited  capacity  to  contract  with  other  persons 
similarly  situated,  in  all  things  except  as  to  those  matters 
which  are  against  public  policy,  or  prohibited  by  law. 
Gambling  contracts,  contracts  for  the  payment  of  money 
in  consideration  of  future  cohabitation  in  a  state  of  concu- 
binage, and  the  like,  are  prohibited,  as  being  contrary  to 
good  morals  and  the  best  interests  of  society.  In  some 
states  usurious  contracts  are  contrary  to  public  policy,  and 
prohibited.  But  there  is  nothing  in  a  contract  for  a  suffi- 
cient consideration  to  pay  a  given  sum  in  gold  coin  or  any 
kind  of  money,  that  is  immoral  or  has  ever  been  prohibited 
either  expressly  or  by  implication,  and  no  policy  against 
the  making  of  such  contracts  has  in  any  manner  been  indi- 
cated on  the  part  of  the  government.  The  government 
has  created  three  kinds  of  money,  which  it  has  provided 
shall  be  legal  tender  in  the  payment  of  debts — gold  coin, 
treasury  notes,  and  silver  coin  in  limited  amounts.  But  it 
has  nowhere  intimated  in  the  remotest  degree  a  preference 
for  any  one  of  these  kinds  of  money  over  the  others,  or 
any  desire  that  debts  should  be  paid  in  anyone  rather  than 
in  the  other,  but  has  left  it  to  the  parties  interested  to  act 
as  their  own  interests  may  dictate.  Neither  so  tAT  as  we 
have  been  able  to  discover,  has  there  been  any  restriction 
placed  upon  the  capacity  or  right  of  parties  to  contracti 
with  reference  to  the  several  kinds  of  currency,  or  to  other 
species  of  property  other  than  is  hereinafter  specified.  On 
the  contrary,  the  law  expressly  recognizes  contracts  for  the 
delivery  of  gold  coin. 

The  act  of  March  3d,  1863,  amending  the  act  to  provide 
for  internal  revenue,  etc.,  provides  that  all  contracts  for 
the  purchase  or  sale  of  gold  or  silver  coin,  or  bullion,  and 
all  contracts  for  the  loan  of  money  or  currency,  secured  by 
the  pledge  or  deposit,  or  other  disposition  of  gold  or  silver 
coin  of  the  United  States,  if  to  be  performed  after  a  period 
exceeding  three*  days,  shall  be  in  writing  or  printed,  and 
signed  by  the  parties,  or  their  agents  or  attorneys,  and 
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shall  have  one  or  more  adhesive  stamps,  as  provided  in  the 
act  to  which  this  is  an  amendment,  etc.,  and  no  loan  of 
currency  or  money  on  the  security  of  gold  or  silver  coin 
of  the  United  States  as  aforesaid,  or  any  certificate  or  other 
evidence  of  deposit  payable  in  gold  or  silver  coin,  shall  be 
made  exceeding  in  amount  the  par  value  of  the  coin 
pledged  or  deposited  as  security,  and  any  such  loan  so 
made  or  attempted  to  be  made,  shall  be  utterly  void ;  and 
that  all  contracts,  loans  or  sales  of  gold  or  silver  coin  and 
bullion,  not  made  in  accordance  with  this  act,  shall  be 
wholly  and  absolutely  void  (12  U.  S.  Statutes  at  Large,  p. 
719,  §  4).  Here  is  an  act  of  congress  upon  the  subject  of 
the  purchase  and  sale  of  gold  coin,  which  recognizes  the 
validity  of  such  contracts,  and  regulates  the  mode  of 
making  them.  It  only  prescribes  that  in  all  cases  where 
more  than  three  days  shall  elapse  between  the  time  of 
making  the  contract  and  its  fulfillment,  the  contract  shall 
be  written  or  printed,  and  signed  by  the  parties,  and  shall 
have  one  or  more  adhesive  stamps.  Upon  well  settled  rules 
of  construction,  all  such  contracts  made  in  conformity  with 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  also  all  contracts  of  sale 
and  purchase  not  having  three  days  to  run  are  valid. 
This  is  the  only  limitation  or  restriction  upon  the  power 
of  persons  to  contract  for  the  payment,  or  the  sale  and 
delivery  of  coin.  When  we  come  to  a  loan  of  currency  or 
money  on  the  security  of  gold  or  silver  coin,  or  any  certifi- 
cate  or  other  evidence  of  deposit  payable  in  gold  or  silver 
coin,  the  law  prescribes  that  the  amount  of  the  loan  shall 
not  exceed  the  par  value  of  the  coin.  But  no  restriction 
as  to  the  price  is  imposed  upon  the  sale  or  the  purchase, 
or  any  other  dealings  in  coin.  Of  course,  if  contracts  in 
regard  to  coin  are  permitted  by  law,  these  contracts  must 
be  valid,  and  the  law  contemplates  that  the  contracts  will 
be  fulfilled  according  to  their  terms. 

So  also  the  act  to  provide  ways  and  means  for  the  sup- 
port of  the  government,  passed  March  3,  1863,  provides 
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that  the  secretarj  of  the  treastiry  is  hereby  authorized  to 
receive  deposits  of  gold  coin  and  bnllion  with  the  treasurer 
and  assistant  treasurer  of  the  United  States,  in  sums  not 
less  than  $20,  and  issue  certificates  therefor,  in  denomina* 
tions  not  less  than  $20,  each  corresponding  with  the  denom* 
inations  of  United  States  notes.  The  coin  and  bullion 
deposited  for  or  representing  the  certificates  of  deposit, 
shall  be  retained  in  the  treasury  for  the  payment  of  the 
same  on  demand  {S.  C.  p.lll,^  5).  For  the  convenience 
of  the  people  the  government  consents  to  become  a  depos- 
itory of  their  coin  when  desired  by  the  owner,  and  upon  a 
deposit  of  gold  coin  the  treasurer  is  authorized  to  issue  a 
certificate  of  deposit  to  the  owner,  payable  in  gold  coin. 
The  coin  thus  deposited  is  not  to  be  used,  but  is  to  be 
retained  in  the  treasury  for  the  payment  of  the  certificate 
on  demand.  Why  not  pay  it  in  treasury  notes  ?  Simply 
because  it  was  deposited  upon  an  agreement  at  the  time 
that  it  should  be  returned  in  coin,  and  common  honesty 
demands  that  the  contract  should  be  fulfilled.  The  gov- 
ernment would  get  no  coin  deposited  in  its  treasury  upon 
any  other  terms.  Hence  when  it  undertook  to  become  a 
depository  of  coin  for  its  citizens,  it  was  necessary  to  do  as 
other  bankers  or  persons  receiving  deposits  do— ^nter  into 
a  contract  to  return  the  deposit  in  like  funds.  These  cer- 
tificates go  into  circulation  in  the  place  of  coin,  and  become 
subjects  of  commercial  and  financial  transactions.  The 
government  in  these  acts  recognizes  the  propriety  of  such 
transactions,  and  why  should  not  a  banker  in  the  absence 
of  any  law  prohibiting  such  transactions,  not  receive  gold 
coin  on  deposit,  and  when  he  has  issued  a  certificate  show* 
ing  the  fact,  and  in  consideration  thereof  to  repay  the  same 
in  gold  coin,  not  be  bound  by  his  contract  ?  And  why 
should  not  a  party  who  has  borrowed  gold  on  the  faith  of 
his  agreement  to  return  the  loan  in  like  kind,  be  required 
to  perform  his  solemn  obligation  ?  Oood  faith  and  good 
morals  demand  it.    No  law  prohibits  it,  or  prohibits  making 
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•ucb  contracts.  The  government  has  made  no  discrimina- 
tion through  the  law  making  power,  in  favoring  one  kind 
of  monej  against  another.  It  makes  such  contracts  itself 
with  the  citizens,  and  expressly  recognizes  contracts  be- 
tween citizens  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  coin.  The 
government  also  requires  certain  portions  of  its  revenues 
to  be  paid  in  coin,  and  thereby  imposes  upon  its  citizens 
the  necessity  to  procure  it.  No  one  disputes  the  right  of 
a  party  tp  make  all  his  business  transactions  upon  a  coin 
basis,  and  to  refuse  to  part  with  any  piece  of  property  or 
perform  any  service,  without  requiring  the  coin  in  hand. 
If  to  meet  the  necessities  imposed  on  him  by  governmenti 
or  his  convenience  otherwise  demands  it,  he  may  make  a 
contract  for  coin  to  be  executed  by  delivering  it  at  the 
time  the  contract  is  made,  why  may  he  not  make  a  similar 
iBontract  providing' for  the  anticipated  emergency,  to  be 
executed  in  future,  when  the  emergency  arises  ?  And  if 
be  make  the  contract,  why  is  he  not  entitled  to  have  it 
enforced  according  to  its  terms  ?  We  have  seen  that  the 
act  of  congress  permits  a  contract  to  sell  and  deliver  gold 
coin  at  a  future  day.  In  what  respect  does  an  agreement 
for  a  sufficient  consideration,  to  pay  on  some  future  day  a 
given  amount  in  gold  coin,  differ  in  principle  from  a  con? 
tract  to  sell  and  deliver  at  a  future  day  a  like  amount  of 
gold  coin?  I  can  perceive  none.  The  transactions  in 
effect  are  substantially  the  same.  Practically,  the  party 
who  agrees  to  sell  and  deliver  coin  at  a  future  day,  does 
not  agree  to  sell  and  deliver  any  specified  piece  or  pieces 
of  coin  then  in  his  possession,  but  he  agrees  to  sell  gold 
coin  generally,  relying  on  his  ability  to  procure  it  when 
the  time  for  its  fulfillment  arrives.  A  contract  payable  in 
coin  is  substantially  the  same  thing.  The  only  difference 
is  in  the  form  of  expressing  the  contracl,  and  not  in  the 
substance  of  the  thing  to  be  done.  Such  contracts  do  not 
appear  at  all  to  be  against  the  policy  of  the  law,  for  we 
have  seen,  that  the  act  of  congress  expressly  recognises, 


318  NEW  YORK  PRACTICB  REPORTS. 

Oftrpeutor  wkgt,  Atherton. 

and  no  where  forbids  them.  Coin  is  lawful  money.  A 
party  may  lawfiilly  pay  his  debts  in  coin.  He  may,  at  his 
election,  waive  his  right  to  pay  in  anything  else,  either 
with  or  without  consideration.  The  only  question  is  when 
he  shall  exercise  his  right  to  make  his  election  or  waive  his 
privilege,  and  when  he  has  made  his  election,  and  inserted 
it  as  one  of  the  essential  terms  and  conditions  of  his  con- 
tract, for  full  and  adequate  consideration,  there  seems  to 
be  no  good  reason  in  morals  or  public  policy  why  he  should 
not  be  compelled  to  abide  by  his  election  and  the  express 
terms  of  his  agreement.  Such  contracts  then  are  valid* 
But  a  contract  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  in  gold  coin,  and  a 
contract  to  sell  and  deliver  coin  at  a  future  day,  create  a 
debt  in  a  general  sense,  and  in  that  respect  stand  on  the 
same  footing,  but  they  do  more.  The  party  agreeing  to 
pay  or  deliver  gold  coin  at  a  future  day,  not  only  creates 
a  debt  which  be  agrees  to  pay  or  discharge,  but  he  also 
waives  the  privilege  which  the  law  would  have  guaranteed 
to  him  had  he  not  voluntarily  renounced  it,  and  taken  upon 
hipiself  an  obligation  to  pay  it  in  a  specific  kind  of  lawful 
money,  and  nothing  else.  This  waiver  and  obligation  are 
essential  conditions  and  parts  of  the  consideralion  of  the 
contract,  without  which  we  must  presume  the  contract 
would  not  have  been  made.  The  agreement  to  pay  in  coin 
is  as  much  a  part  of  the  consideration  as  the  agreement  to 
pay  at  all,  and  the  presumption  is  that  an  ample  equivalent 
has  been  received  for  the  promise.  The  parties  then  are 
competent  to  contract ;  the  contract  is  not  against  public 
policy ;  it  is  not  prohibited  by  law,  is  payable  in  lawful 
kind  of  money,  and  is  a  lawful  contract.  But  in  case  of  a 
breach,  independent  of  the  statute,  there  was  no  adequate 
remedy.  It  was  not  one  of  the  cases  in  which  courts  of 
equity  were  in  the  habit  of  granting  relief.  Although 
equity  did  grant  relief  upon  breach  of  many  but  not  all 
contracts  in  which  the  remedy  at  law  was  inadequate,  and 
in  a  court  of  law  the  only  remedy  was  in  a  suit  for  damar 
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ges.  But  damages  could  only  be  estimated  in  dollars  and 
cents,  and  in  legal  contemplation,  whatever  the  facts  might 
be  in  the  commercial  world,  a  dollar  in  one  kind  of  money 
was  equivalent  to  a  dollar  in  another  Hence  while  in  the- 
ory there  was  a  remedy,  practically  it  was  inadequate. 
There  are  many  other  cases  in  which  parties  who  suffer 
from  breaches  in  their  contracts  are  without  adequate  rem- 
edy. For  instance,  a  merchant  has  a  large  amount  due 
him,  payable  upon  a  given  day,  upon  which  he  relies-  to 
meet  his  own  obligations.  His  debtor  fails  to  pay  at  the 
time,  the  merchant  in  consequence  fails  to  meet  his  own 
engagements,  is  attached,  his  business  is  broken  up,  and 
ruin  is  the  result.  The  measure  of  damages  in  such  a  case, 
in  a  suit  against  his  debtors,  is  only  the  money  due  and 
interest,  while  the  actual  damages  may  be  three  times  that 
amount.  But  this  is  the  only  remedy  which  the  law  affords. 
In  such  cases,  and  in  many  others,  it  would  be  impracti- 
cable to  afford  full  relief.  Many  difiSculties  inherent  in  the 
nature  of  things  exist,  which  conspire  to  prevent  the  grant- 
ing of  a  full  measure  of  relief,  and  the  law  affords  that 
measure  of  relief  only  which  experience  teaches  on  the 
whole  to  be  the  most  practicable,  and  to  approximate  as  a 
general  rule  most  nearly  to  doing  substantial  justice  to  all 
parties.  But  in  the  case  of  a  contract  payable  in  coin,  an 
easy  and  practicable  remedy  may  be  applied  to  the  breach 
of  that  branch  of  the  contract  requiring  payment  in  a  par- 
ticular kind  of  money,  by  a  judgment  analogous  to  a  decree 
in  equity  for  a  speciGc  performance.  In  these  cases  our 
statutes  afford  the  remedy  by  authorizing  a  judgment  for 
the  specific  kind  of  money  agreed  to  be  paid,  and  directs 
the  execution  to  follow  the  judgment,  and  the  sheriff  to  sell 
property  for,  and  receive  in  satisfaction  of  the  execution, 
the  kind  of  money  only  which  is  provided  for  in  the  con- 
tract and  judgment. 

,  I  do  not  see  wherein  this  law,  which  only  affords  a  rem- 
edy for  a  breach  of  contract  lawful  in  itself,  is  in  any 
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respect  in  conflict  with  the  act  of  congress  making  trea- 
sury notes  a  legal  tender  in  payment  of  debts.  A  contract 
payable  in  money  generally,  is  undoubtedly  payable  in  any 
kind  of  money  made  by  law  a  legal  tender,  at  the  option 
of  the  debtor  at  the  time  of  payment.  He  contracts  sim- 
ply to  pay  so  much  money,  and  creates  a  debt  pure  and 
simple,  and  by  paying  what  the  law  says  is  money,  his 
contract  is  performed.  But  if  he  agrees  to  pay  in  gold 
coin,  it  is  not  an  agreement  to  pay  money  simply,  but  to 
pay  or  deliver  a  specific  kind  of  money,  and  nothing  else. 
For  these  reasons,  in  addition  to  those  contained  in  the 
able  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Gur&ey,  I  think  the  law  rela- 
ting to  specific  contracts  valid,  and  that  the  judgment 
should  be  affirmed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Pierre  Rieben,  husband  of  Eliza  Hicks  Rieben,  deceased, 
appellant,  agt.  Hannah  T.  White,  and  John  J.  Merritt, 
administrator,  &c.,  and  others,  respondents. 

Where  a  marrisd  woman  by  the  termt  of  a  trtut  ereated  for  her  heaefit  under  a 
wiU>  if  to  have  the  ineome  of  a  certain  fond  and  real  estate  daring  her  life>  for 
her  Bole  and  separate  use,  her  hiuband  has  no  vetted  tight  to>  or  Intereet  in  the 
income,  or  her  Barings  out  of  the  Income  daring  her  life,  although  the  marrisige 
took  place  prcTious  to  the  aote  of  1848  and  1849.  By  such  marriage  he  aeqnired 
no  Tested  rights  which  could  not  be  interfered  with  or  taken  away  by  his  wife's 
will  under  these  acts. 

JVw  York  General  Term,  JVbvem&er,  1864, 
Before  Leonard,  P,J.,  Barnard  and  8vTHSMLAxn>,  Justices. 
Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  a  decree  of  the  surrogate  of 
the  city  and  county  of  New  York. 

Alexander  W.  Bradford,  for  appellant. 
Charles  O'GoNOR,  for  respondents. 
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By  the  court,  Sutherland,  J.  The  trust  property  (the 
$100,000  and  the  real  estate  on  Broadway),  to  the  income 
of  which  Mrs.  Bieben  was  entitled  under  her  father's  will, 
was  not  vested  in  her  in  her  life  time,  but  in  her  brothers 
as  trustees,  and  by  the  terms  of  the  trust  she  was  to  have 
the  income  thereof  during  her  life,  for  her  sole  and  sepa- 
rate  use^  It  cannot  be  said,  I  think,  that  her  husband,  by 
the  marriage,  acquired  in  her  life  time  any  vested  r^ht  to, 
or  interest  in  the  income  or  savings  out  of  the  income,  for 
in  equity,  the  income  and  savings  were  protected  from  her 
husband  and  his  creditors  by  the  trust,  and  limitation  of  the 
income  to  her  sole  and  separate  use.  {Methodist  J^ntcopal 
Church  agt.  Jacques^  17  John.  548 ;  Mohny  agt.  Kennedy^  10 
Simons,  254 ;  Proudley  agt  Fielder,  2  MU.  tf  K.  57.) 

The  last  two  cases  which  are  referred  to  by  the  counsel 
for  the  appellant  on  another  point,  also  show  that  even 
such  part  of  the  savings,  or  such  property  arising  from  the 
savings  as  may  have  been  in  the  actual  possession  of  Mrs. 
Bieben  at  the  time  of  her  death,  whether  cash,  bank  notes 
or  chattels,  was  her  sole  and  separate  property,  and  as 
such,  protected  against  her  husband  in  her  life  time,  equally 
with  the  savings  or  accumulations  of  the  income  in  the 
hands  of  her  brothers,  the  trustees,  and  which  had  never 
been  paid  over  to  her.  It  appears  by  the  English  cases 
that  not  only  the  post-nuptial,  but  also  any  ante-nuptial 
savings  out  of  the  income  of  the  trust  property,  limited  to 
her  sole  and  separate  use,  would  have  been  considered  her 
sole  and  separate  property,  and  as  such  would  have  been 
protected  in  her  life  time  from  her  husband.  {Jfewland 
agt.  Paynter,  4  MyL  ^  Craig,  408,  417,  418 ;  Dames  agt. 
Thomeycrofty  6  Simms,  420 ;  2  Story's  Eq.  Juris.  ^  1384,  Vh 
ed*  and  cases  there  cited.) 

It  appears  from  the  return  of  the  surrogate,  that  the 

clothing,  jewelry,  &c.,   specifically  bequeathed  by  Mrs. 

Bieben,  were  purchased  by  her  from  the  savings  of  the 

income  limited  to  her  sole  and  separate  use^  and  that  al} 
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the  monejB  and  securities  in  the  hadds  of  her  administra- 
tor, with  the  will  annexed,  came  from  like  savings.  Except 
the  $50,000  over  which  she  had  the  general  power  of  ap- 
pointment, it  is  to  be  inferred  that  Mrs.  Rieben  conld  not 
dispose  of,  and  did  not  intend  by  her  will  to  dispose  of 
any  property  which  did  not  arise  or  come  from  these 
savings.  Probably  it  should  be  inferred  from  the  return 
that  these  savings  were  all  post-nuptial.  It  cannot  be 
.  doubted  if  Mrs.  Rieben  had  died  without  having  disposed 
of  these  savings,  or  the  property  arising  therefrom,  by  will 
or  otherwise,  that  her  husband  on  her  death,  would  have 
been  entitled  in  his  marital  right  to  such  savings  or  pro- 
perty. {Stuart  agt.  Stuart ^  7  John.  Ch.  229 ;  Mohny  agt. 
Kennedy^  10  Simons ,  before  cited  ;  Random  agt.  Jfichols^  22 
JV:  F.  R.  141 ;  Ryder  agt.  Hulse,  33  Barb.  264 ;  S.  C.  24  JV. 
Y.  R.  372  ;  KnatUh  agt.  Bassett,  34  Barb.  31.) 

Nor  can  it  be  doubted,  I  think,  if  her  marriage  had  taken 
place  subsequent  to  the  act  of  1849,  amending  the  married 
woman's  act  of  1848,  that  Mrs.  Rieben  could  have  disposed 
of  such  savings  or  property  by  will  under  the  acts,  though 
her  separate  property,  not  by  the  acts  but  by  the  trust, 
and  the  limitation  of  the  income  of  the  trust  property  to 
her  sole  and  separate  use.  But  it  is  insisted  on  the  part 
of  the  appellant,  as  the  marriage  took  place  before  the 
amendment  of  the  act  of  1848  by  the  act  of  1849,  so  as  to 
give  the  power  of  devising,  that  by  the  marriage  he  ac- 
quired vested  rights,  which  could  not  be  interfered  with 
or  taken  away  by  her  will  under  the  acts. 

In  my  opinion  the  trust  and  the  limitation  of  the  income 
of  the  trust  property  to  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  Mrs. 
Rieben,  prevented  his  acquiring  by  the  marriage  any  such 
vested  rights  in  her  life  time,  in  or  to  her  savings  from  the 
income  by  the  marriage.  I  think  the  right  which  he  did 
acquire  by  the  marriage  to  succeed  to  the  savings  of  her 
sole  and  separate  income  in  case  he  survived  her,  and  in 
'case  she  did  not  dispose  of  them  by  will  or  otherwise,  was 
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not  and  cannot  be  cftlled  a  vested  right,  so  as  to  raise  the 
constitutional  question.  I  think  while  the  trust  of  the 
limitation  of  the  income  of  the  trust  fund  and  property  to 
her  sole  and  separate  use  protected  her  savings  from  the 
income  from  her  husband  in  her  life  time,  and  prevented 
bim  from  acquiring  by  the  marriage  any  vested  right  in  her 
life  time  to  or  in  the  savings,  the  married  woman's  acts 
gave  her  power  to  dispose  of  them  by  will.  I  see  nothing 
inconsistent  in  the  two  parts  of  this  proposition.  I  think 
the  cases  of  Westervelt  agt.  Gregg  (2  Keman,  305),  and 
Ryder  agt.  Hulse  {supra),  do  not  apply,  because  the  savings 
were  the  sole  and  separate  property  of  Mrs.  Bieben,  by 
the  trust,  and  the  limitation  of  the  income  of  the  trust 
property  to  her  sole  and  separate  use.  In  Ryder  agt.  Hulse 
(33  Barb.  267),  Justice  Beown  says :  "  The  effect  of  the 
acts  of  1848  and  1849  upon  such  estates  (estates  settled 
npon  a  married  woman  for  her  sole  and  separate  use),  is  to 
convert  the  equitable  into  a  legal  title  in  the  wife  when 
there  are  no  trustees,  and  when  there  are  trustees  vested 
with  the  legal  title,  to  authorize  a  conveyance  thereof  to 
the  wife,  under  the  limitations  prescribed  in  section  two  of 
the  act  of  1848.  It  results,  therefore,  from  this  view,  that 
if  the  choses  in  action  in  controversy,  or  the  money  and 
property  which  they  represented,  were  the  separate  estate 
of  Elizabeth  Ryder  at  the  time  the  acts  referred  to  took 
effect,  the  plaintiff  has  no  title  thereto  which  he  can  assert  as 
against  the  bequest  of  the  wife,  because  the  act  of  1849 
expressly  authorizes  a  married  woman  to  convey  and  devise 
real  and  personal  property,  and  any  interest  and  estate 
therein,  in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  like  effect  as  if 
she  were  unmarried."  I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  the  cor- 
rectness of  this  view  of  the  operation  of  the  acts  of  1848- 
49,  as  to  the  sole  and  separate  estate  or  property  of  a  mar- 
ried woman  when  the  acts  took  effect. 

My  conclusion  is  that  the  decree  of  the  surrogate  should 
be  afiSrmed,  with  costs. 
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Alexander  Annett,  administrator,  &o.,  respondeDt,  a^. 
^  Thomas  Kerb,  and  others,  appellants. 

Where  an  admiMttratorh^g  been  remored  on  the  applieation  of  hit  tnretlee,  after 
filing  hif  Mponnt,  and  Mother  administrator  appointed  in  hii  plaoe,  the  latter 
adminietrator  oaonot  bring  an  aetion  npon  the  bond  of  the  former  In  hie  own 
name  under  the  Code,  m  the  real  party  in  intereat,  to  eompel  payment  over  of 
the  AukU  belonging  to  the  estate  in  lus  hands.  The  action  on  the  bond  shoold 
be  proseonted  in  the  name  of  the  p$apU, 

The  nuTOgate'a  decree  directing  the  assignment  of  the  bond  to  the  new  adminis- 
trator for  the  purpose  of  such  pioseontion,  is  without  jurisdietion  and  Wfid. 

This  was  an  action  against  the  defendant  Keirr,  as 
administrator  of  John  Strahan,  deceased,  and  his  sureties, 
on  his  bond  to  the  people  of  the  state,  given  on  the  issaing 
of  letters  of  administration  to  him  in  1858.  It  was  con- 
ditioned *'  faithfully  io  execute  the^  trust  reposed  in  such 
administrator,  and  obey  all  orders  of  the  surrogate  of  the 
county  of  New  York,  touching  the  administration  of  the 
decedent's  estate.''  In  January,  1862,  such  administrator 
applied  to  such  surrogate  finally  to  settle  his  account  as 
such,  and  after  the  issuing  and  service  of  a  citation  on  the 
parties  interested,  filed  his  account  in  April  following.  In 
June  following  (9th),  exceptions  were  filed  to  such  account 
on  behalf  of  the  widow  and  next  of  kin  of  the  decedent. 
Some  time  between  that  time  and  the  13th  of  the  same 
month,  but  when  does  not  appear  by  the  case,  th>9  defend- 
ant Eerr  was  removed  aa  administrator,  on  the  application 
of  his  present  co-defendants  (Terry  and  Thompson),  his 
sureties  on  his  bond.  At  the  last  date  the  plaintiff  was 
appointed  administrator  in  his  place,  and  three  days  after- 
wards (16th  June),  applied  to  such  surrogate  by  petition, 
to  compel  the  defendant  Kerr  to  render  an  account  of  his 
proceedings  as  administrator,  and  show  cause  why  the 
assets  in  his  hands  as  such,  ^'  should  not  be  delivered  over" 
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to  the  petitionee  In  the  beginningof  JhIjt  following,  the 
attorneys  for  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  Eerr,  stipnla- 
ted  in  writing  to  bring  on  the  settlement  of  the  matters 
involved  in  sueh  petition  on  the  15th  of  that  month,  and 
the  same  attorneys  with  the  attorney  for  a  special  guardian 
of  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  decedent,  agreed  to  allow 
the  account  previously  filed  by  such  administrator  in  April, 
to  stand  as  his  account,  and  the  exceptions  filed  thereto  as 
exceptions  of  the  next  of  kin  and  widow.  A  motion 
founded  on  such  account  and  exceptions,  for  such  decree 
as  such  surrogate  might  think  proper  to  grant,  noticed  for 
the  16th  of  December  following  (1862),  was  mad^  on  the 
IStfa  of  that  month,  without  the  presence  of  the  defendant 
Kerr,  or  any  one  on  his  behalf.  Such  account  as  previ- 
ously filed  was  then  settled  and  adjusted  by  such  surrogate, 
showing  a  balance  in  the  hands  of  such  defendant  of  up- 
wards of  eighteen  hundred  dollars*  Such  surrogate,  by  a 
decree  containing  such  settlement  as  then  made,  ordered 
the  defendant  Kerr,  after  retaining  a  certain  sum  ($165.57) 
for  his  commissions,  to  pay  him  a  certain  sum  ($54.50)  for 
the  costs  and  expenses  of  such  proceeding,  to  the  proctors 
for  the  special  guardian  before  mentioned  (Messrs*  Mathews 
A  Swan),  a  certain  sum  ($200),  and  a  certain  other  sum  to 
the  proctor  for  the  wife  and  daughter  of  the  decedent 
$100)  for  their  respective  <osts,  and  the  residue,  being  a 
little  above  thirteen  hundred  dollars,  to  the  plaintiff.  Proof 
of  the  service  of  such  notice  of  motion  consisted  only  of 
the  recital  thereof  in  the  decree  so  made  by  the  surrogate^ 
Such  decree  was  docketed  in  the  New  York  county  clerk's 
office,  and  an  execution  issued  thereon  to  the  sheriff  of  the 
same  eou»ty  was  returned  unsatisfied.  The  surrogate  of  such 
county  in  January,  1863,  ordered  such  administrator's  bond 
to  be  assigned  to  '*  the  said  John  P.  Crosby  and  others,  for 
the  purpose  of  being  prosecuted,"  and  in  April  following, 
he  jointly  with  Messrs.  Mathews  &  Swan,  and  Crosby, 
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executed  a  formal  assignment  of  each  bond  under  seal  to 
the  plaintiff. 

Mathews  A  Swan,  for  special  guardian. 

By  the  court,  Robertson,  G.  J.  The  bond  in  this  case 
being  to  the  people  of  the  state,  no  action  could  be  brought 
upon  it  at  law  as  a  bond,  except  when  authorized  by  ^ch 
obligees,  in  other  words,  by  statute  or  equivalent  authority. 
In  a  proper  equitable  case  an  action  might  perhaps  be 
maintained  upon  it  as  a  stipulation  or  judicial  recognizance 
{Carow  agt.  Mowatt,  2  Edw.  ch.  51),  but  then  only  by  the 
officer  in  whose  hands  it  is  deposited  {Bolton  agt.  Pcwdl^ 
14  Beav.  2  ;  De  G.M.^  G.  1),  although  even  that  has  been 
doubted  (14  Beav.  290,  291). 

The  complaint  in  this  action,  however,  shows  only  the 
case  of  a  revocation  of  the  letters  of  administfation  of  the 
defendant  Kerr  (without  stating  the  qause),  a  decree  against 
him  on  an  alleged  final  accounting,  and  the  return  of  an 
execution  on  such  decree  after  docketing  it  unsatisfied.  It 
also  alleges  an  assignment  by  such  surrogate  of  such  bond 
to  the  parties  in  whose  favor  such  decree  was  made  (of 
whom  the  plaintiff  is  one),  and  the  second  assignment  of  it 
by  them  to  the  plaintiffs  No  special  equity  is,  therefore, 
presented  by  such  a  case«  It  would  seem  that  before  the 
passage  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  an  action  could  be 
brought  upon  such  a  bond  whenever  any  of  its  conditions 
were  violated  by  parties  prejudiced  thereby  {People  agt 
Dunlap,  13  J.  R,  437),  but  only  in  the  name  of  the  people. 

The  first  question  that  arises,  therefore,  is  whether  the 
plaintiff  can  bring  an  action  in  his  own  name  under  the 
Code  on  such  bond,  as  the  real  party  in  interest  (§§  111, 
113).  The  former  mode  of  entering  up  judgment  in  a  suit 
on  a  bond  for  the  penalty  in  case  of  a  breach,  to  stand  as 
security  for  future  breaches  being  abolished,  it  is  difficult 
to  say  how  the  sureties  can  avail  themselves  in  future 
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actioDB  for  breaches  of  such,  bond,  of  their  payment  of  anj^ 
money  recovered  by  the  present  plaintiff  in  this.  It  would 
seem,  therefore,  that  the  action  should  have  been  brought 
in  the  name  of  the  people,  so  as  to  make  the  parties  in 
each  successive  action  the  same,  unless  by  statute  or  a  sur- 
rogate's decree  the  plaintiff  acquired  such  an  interest  in 
the  bond  as  to  entitle  him  to  bring  an  action  in  his  own 
name. 

The  statutes  of  this  state  have,  however,  provided  for 
every  contingency  in  which  it  might  be  necessary  to  pros- 
ecute an  administrator's  bond,  and  regulated  the  prior  steps 
for  instituting  an  action  thereon.  The  mere  fact  of  so 
prescribing  cases  for  such  prosecution,  would  seem  by  im- 
plication to  deny  the  right  in  all  others.  Unless  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Revised  Statutes  giving  to  letters  of  admin« 
istration  issued  after  the  revocation  of  prior  ones  for  the 
evasion  by  the  administrator  of  personal  service  of  a  sum- 
mons to  render  an  account,  or  his  remaining  imprisoned  a 
certain  time  for  not  doing  so  (2  IL  &  92,  §  53),  '*  the  like 
effect "  as  it  gives  to  those  issued  after  a  like  revocation 
for  omitting  to  file  an  inventory  or  avoiding  service  of  a 
summons  to  compel  it,  also  thereby  gives  the  right  of  pros- 
ecution on  such  bonds,  finch  statutes  only  expressly  allow 
such  right  in  the  latter  case  (2  R.  S.  85,  ^  21).  The  right 
of  recovery  in  such  prosecution  was  by  such  latter  provi- 
sion extended  to  unliquidated  damages  for  any  injury  to  such 
estate  by  any  act  or  omission  of  such  removed  administra- 
tor, besides  the  value  of  any  property  unadministered. 
The  whole  amount  as  recovered,  was  to  be  assets  in  the 
hands  of  the  new  administrator  {Id).  Probably  on  account 
of  the  restricted  character  of  such  provision,  the  legisla- 
ture in  the  same  year  in  which  the  Revised  Statutes  went 
into  effect  (1830),  passed  a  law  authorizing  the  surrogate 
to  cause  an  administrator's  bond  to  be  prosecuted  when- 
ever he  omitted  to  perform  a  decree  for  the  payment  of 
money,  and  to  apply  himself  the  moneys  recovered  to  the 
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tatisfactioQ  of  stich  decree  {Laws  of  1830,  eh.  320,  §  23), 
thus  leaving  the  control  of  the  proceedings  with  that  offi« 
cer.  But  such  prosecution  was  still  restricted  to  cases  of 
decrees  on  rendering  an  account  or  a  final  settlement,  or 
for  debts,  legacies  or  distribntive  shares  {Id).  But  in  1837, 
the  legislature  gare  a  cnmnlative  and  more  extended  remedy 
{People  agt.  Guildy  4  Denio,  &51),  in  everj  case  of  a  snrro- 
gate's  decree  against  an  administrator  for  the  payment  of 
money.  {Lat»$  of  1837,  p.  635,  §  65 ;  Lam  of  1844,  p.  90, 
^^  1,  2.)  Bat  the  party  thereby  allowed  to  prosecute  such 
bond  was  required  to  have  prior  thereto,  an  execution  upon 
such  decree  docketed  in  a  county  clerk's  oflSce,  returned 
unsatisfied  {U).  No  such  privilege  was,  however,  given  in 
either  of  the  statutes  of  1830  and  1837,  merely  upon  a 
revocation,  as  was  given  by  the  Revised  Statutes. 

The  right  to  prosecute  such  administrator's  bonds  at  all 
in  this  case,  if  the  statutory  provisions  just  referred  to  are 
exclusive,  as  the  surrogate's  order  is  not  sufficient  unless 
based  on  proper  proceedings  {People  agt.  Barnes,  13  Wend. 
92 ;  People  agt.  Corlies,  1  Sandf.  R.  228),  must  depend  on 
the  plaintiff's  bringing  it  within  the  statutes  of  1830  and 
1837,  since  the  revocation  of  the  letters  of  the  defendant 
Eerr  does  not  appear  to  have  been  under  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes, for  ^mitting  to  render  an  account  or  to  file  an  inven- 
tory, but  by  the  recital  of  the  statute  of  1837  (C%.  460, 
§^  29  to  32),  to  have  been  on  the  application  of  sureties* 
This  case  does  not  come  within  the  statute  of  1830,  before 
cited,  because  the  decrees  therein  specified  are  only  those 
upon  rendering  an  account,  a  final  settlement,  or  for  a 
debt,  legacy,  or  distributive  share.  And  althongh  a  sub- 
stituted adnunistrator  may  call  his  predecessOT  to  account 
(2  R.  S.  95,  §  68),  extended  by  statute  of  1837  {Ch.  460, 
§  36),  yet  such  accounting  is  expressly  excepted  from  the 
cases  in  which  a  surrogate  is  required  to  decree  payment 
and  distribution  of  assets  on  hand  {Id.  ^  71),  and  appears 
to  be  only  a  means  of  discovery  c^  the  disposition  of  the 
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assets  as  in  case  of  a  creditor  (M  ^  68 ;  2  R.  8.  92,  §  54), 
and  merely  auxiliary  to  some  fattire  proceeding,  either  by 
action  on  the  bond,  or  a  new  application  nnder  the  Revised 
Statutes  {vol.  2,  p.  92,  §  52),  by  parties  interested  for  a  final 
account.  Unless,  therefore,  the  surrogate  derived  his 
authority  to  decree  a  payment  by  the  defendant  Kerr,  of 
the  assets  in  his  hands  to  the  plaintiff,  from  some  other 
source  than  the  right  of  the  latter  to  an  account,  the  decree 
viras  extra  jurisdictional.  Such  case  is  in  that  event, 
equally  without  the  statute  of  1837.  The  sureties  can 
only  be  made  liable  for  the  disobedience  of  the  administra- 
tor to  lawful  orders  of  the  surrogate. 

Sut  if  the  bond  in  this  case  could  legally  be  prosecuted, 
the  next  question  which  arises  is  whether  the  plaintiff  could 
prosecute  it  in  his  own  name.  That  he  could  do  only  by 
some  common  law  or  statutory  right,  or  the  creation  of  an 
interest  in  him,  either  by  the  surrogate's  dek)ree  or  other- 
wise, entitling  him  to  administer  or  retain  the  amount 
recovered  {Code,  §  111).  I  have  already  shown  he  had^iw>^,^' 
such  right,  and  the  assignment  spoken  of  in  the  s^int^j^i^r^^':^^^ 
1837,  could  not  have  been  intended  to  divest  Afi^'^]^af]J^^i-J^  1 


of  the  state  of  their  ownership  of  such  bond,  iitil  toly  to        ,^^  \ 
give  a  right  of  suing  thereon.     The  creation  of  sich  inte-'V^  '  *  \ 
rest  depends  entirely  upon  the  decree  in  questicki^^fegally      .a^,  S 
bringing  this  cade  within  the  statute  of  1837,  a3^{>tiier'fi|S'^^  -- '/^ 
the  payment  of  money.     The  validity  of  that  decr^  rtli^r#"  -  j*' 
fore,  necessarily  becomes  a  matter  of  inquiry.     It  wou!3l5e 
a  necessary  subject  of  such  investigation,  notwithstanding 
the  bond  was  free  to  be  prosecuted,  and  in  the  name  of  the 
plaintiff,  because  the  admissibility  of  such  decree  as  evi- 
dence (conclusive  or  otherwise)  is  raised  by  the  objection 
thereto,  and  the  offer  of  evidence  on  the  trial  of  this  case 
to  prove  it  erroneous.    In  actions  under  the  statute  of  1830 
and  1837,  before  mentioned,  the  amount  of  the  unpaid  de- 
cree must  be  the  measure  of  the  recovery.     In  one  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  in  case  of  a  removal 
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of  an  administrator  for  not  rendering  an  account  or  filing 
an  inventory,  the  amount  of  recovery  is  left  entirely  open 
for  inquiry  in  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  brought. 
Unless  the  surrogate  had  jurisdiction,  on  an  application  by 
a  substituted  administrator  for  a  final  account  by  his  prede- 
cessor, to  compel  the  latter  to  pay  over  what  was  found  in 
his  hands,  he  clearly  had  none  to  determine  the  amount 
unless  it  was  part  of  his  general  jurisdiction,  or  incidental 
to  some  branch  thereof. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  surrogate's  court,  which  is  a  crea- 
tnre  of  statutes,  is  essentially  special  and  limited,  both  in 
the  subjects  over  which  it  is  exercised,  and  the  mode  of  its 
exercise  when  that  is  prescribed  {Sheedan  agt.  Wright^  5 
JV.  Y.  R.  197  i  S.  C.1  Barb.  39 ;  People  agt.  Barnes,  12 
Wend.  492  ;  Cortoin  agt.  Merritt,  3  Barb.  41 ;  Paff  agt.  Kin* 
ney,  1  Bradf.  1 ;  Cleveland  agt.  WkUton,  31  Barb.  544 ; 
Famsioorth  agt.  Oliphant^  19  Id.  30),  and  that  too,  notwith- 
standing the  restriction  upon  the  exercise  of  incidental 
powers  imposed  by  the  Bevised  Statutes  (2  R.  S.  221,  §  1), 
has  been  removed.  {Laws  of  1837,  ch.  460,  §  71 ;  Sipperly 
agt.  Baucus,  24  Jf.  Y.  46.)  It  is  only,  therefore,  in  case  of 
the  enforcement  of  the  delivery  by  a  removed  administra- 
tor, of  assets  in  his  hands  to  his  successor,  being  either  a 
specially  delegated  power  of  a  surrogate,  or  necessarily 
incidental  to  one,  that  he  would  have  jurisdiction  to  make 
a  decree  such  as  that  in  question,  so  as  to  bind  sureties  on 
the  bond. 

The  Revised  Statutes  confer  on  the  courts  held  by  sur- 
rogates, judicial  power  over  eight  enumerated  subjects, 
which  they  declare  are  to  be  exercised  in  the  cases  and 
manner  prescribed  by  the  statutes  of  this  state  (2  R.  8. 
220,  §  1),  none  of  them  except  the  third,  fourth  and  sixth, 
having  relation  to  an  administrator's  accounts  or  conduct, 
as  they  only  relate  to  proving  wills,  granting  letters,  selling 
real  estate,  guardians  and  dower ;  such  third  and  fourth 
thereof,  however,  are  "  to  direct  and  control  the  conduct, 


KSW  TORK  PEAOTIOS  REPORTS.       gSl 

Annett  ftgt.  K«rr. 

and  settle  the  acconnts  of  executors  and  administrators/' 
and  *'  enforce  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  and  the 
distribution  of  the  estates  of  intestates." 

The  eighth  is  of  the  most  vagne  and  indefinite,  as 
well  as  general  kind«  '*  To  administer  justice  in  all  mat- 
ters relating  to  the  affairs  of  deceased  persons,"  which, 
however,  as  well  as  the  authority  to  direct  and  control 
administrators,  is  after  all,  expressly  limited  to  the  cases 
and  manner  prescribed  by  statute  (Id),  If  recourse  be  had 
to  prior  statutes  of  the  state  regulating  the  jurisdiction 
of  surrogates,  passed  from  1787  to  1828,  the  powers  thereby 
granted  will  be  found  to  be,  as  they  are  ably  summed  up 
in  the  elaborate  opinion  of  the  acting  surrogate  In  re 
Br%ck?8  estate  (15  Alb.  12),  comprised  under  thirteen  heads. 
These  include,  besides  those  enumerated  in  the  Revised 
Statutes  and  incidental  powers,  four  others,  to  wit: 
1.  Taking  oaths  to  accounts  and  inventories  of  executors 
and  administrators.  2.  Recording  wills  and  other  docu- 
ments,  and  orders.  3.  Investigating  the  disposition  of  the 
personal  estate  of  decedents  by  strangers.  4.  Compelling 
the  production  of  documents  and  attendance  of  witnesses. 

The  enforcement  of  the  delivery  by  a  removed  adminis* 
trator,  to  his  successor,  of  assets  in  his  hands,  cannot  be 
said  to  be  incidental  to  any  of  such  enumerated  powers. 
Such  delivery  would  not  facilitate,  but  if  anything,  rather 
impede  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  or  a  distribu- 
tion while  yet  unascertained.  If  decreed,  any  payment 
of  them  could  only  be  partial  and  inconsistent  with  a  final 
accounting  on  the  application  of  other  parties  interested. 
It  would  be  unjust  to  deprive  administrators  or  executors 
of  their  commissions  when  removed,  for  no  fault  but  at  the 
will  of  their  sureties  {Laws  of  1837,  cA.  460,  ^  29,  32,  33), 
and  it  would  be  equally  unjust  to  deprive  their  successors 
of  commissions  for  taking  charge  of  the  same  fund,  or  to 
charge  the  estate  with  double  commissions  on  it.  Such 
litigation  between  the  new  and  the  old  administrator  would 
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settle  nothing  as  between  the  latter  and  creditors,  legatees 
or  next  of  kin,  either  as  to  the  amonnt  doe  or  freedom 
from  all  liability. 

The  new  administrator  may  have  a  right  to  know  how 
much  of  the  estate  is  in  the  hands  of  his  predecessor,  in 
order  to  provide  for  debts  and  legacies  on  a  final  distribu- 
tion, or  for  contingencies  affecting  the  estate ;  but  to  order 
the  payment  to  him  in  order  that  he  may  distribute  it,  is 
unnecessarily  multiplying  proceedings.  All  parties  inter- 
ested in  the  estate  as  creditors,  legatees  or  next  of  kin, 
have  a  right  to  summon  a  removed  administrator  to  account, 
and  procure  a  decree  against  him,  which,  if  unsatisfied, 
could  be  enforced  in  a  suit  on  the  bond.  In  case  of  a 
removal  of  an  administrator  for  not  filing  an  inventory,  or 
for  not  rendering  an  account,  it  is  very  evident  the  statute 
does  not  contemplate  a  prior  decision  by  the  surrogate, 
since  the  extent  of  the  recovery  is  designated.  That  such 
enforcement  of  a  delivery  of  assets  was  not  in  this  case 
incidental  to  the  exercise  of  any  enumerated  power  of  the 
surrogate's  court,  is  evident  from,  the  surrogate's  failure  to 
exercise  any  such  power.  The  account  of  the  defendant 
Kerr,  as  administrator,  was  not  settled  as  regarded  any 
creditor,  legatee  or  next  of  kin.  No  debt  or  legacy  was 
ordered  to  be  paid,  nor  were  the  assets  in  his  hands  distri- 
buted. Such  decree,  therefore,  so  far  as  it  ordered  pay- 
ment by  the  defendant  Kerr,  to  the  plaintiff,  was  void  for 
want  of  jurisdiction. 

If  the  account  rendered  by  the  defendant  had  been  a 
final  accounting,  as  it  might  have  been  if  it  had  been  made 
upon  his  application  (2  R.  S,  95,  §  69),  it  would  only  have 
been  conclusive  of  four  facts  (2  it  &  94,  ^  65),  to  wit : 
1.  The  correctness  of  the  charges  in  it  for  moneys  paid  to 
creditors,  legatees  and  next  of  kin,  and  for  necessary  ex- 
penses. 2.  The  extent  of  the  liability  of  such  defendant 
for  interest.  3.  The  limit  of  the  ability  to  collect  debts 
stated  in  such  account.    4.  The  correctness  for  allowances 
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for  decrease,  ajid  charges  for  increase  in  valne  of  assets. 
As  these  are  mostly  in  favor  of  the  accounting  party,  it  is 
evident  that  for  other  purposes,  the  settlement  in  the  de- 
cree determines  nothing  as  to  the  quality  or  value  of  assets 
collected  or  received,  or  the  liability  of  the  administrator 
for  losses,  which  was  therefore  entirely  open  for  new  evi- 
dence. The  plaintifif  was  bound  to  prove  them,  and  the 
defendants  entitled  to  introduce  contradictory  evidence. 

Even,  therefore,  if  the  bond  could  have  been  prosecuted, 
and  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  own  name,  I  am  satisfied  it  was 
error  not  to  have  dismissed  the  complaint  for  want  of  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  the  amount  for  which  the  defendant  Kerr 
was  responsible,  and  that  evidence  of  payments  by  him  to 
the  next  of  kin  and  losses  of  money,  should  have  been 
admitted ;  also,  that  the  defendant  Kerr  was  entitled  to 
his  wife's  share.  For  these  reasons,  independently  of  the 
right  to  prosecute  the  bond,  or  bring  this  action  in  the 
plaintiff's  name,  I  think  there  should  be  a  new  trial,  with 
costs  to  abide  the  event.  The  plaintiff  will  then  have  an 
opportunity  to  apply  to  amend  his  complaint,  if  so  advised, 
80  as  to  make  the  case  one  of  equitable  cognizance,  if  it 
can  be  made  so. 

The  judgment  must  therefore  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
had,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Eyre  agt.  Beebe,  and  others. 

A  ea«$€  qf  action  in  the  natareof  a  creditor's  biUf  does  not  aoorne  until  after  the 
reooTwy  of  judgment  and  the  return  of  exeeation  nnflatiafled,  in  the  common  law 
action.  The  statvtc  qf  limitatiana,  therefore,  ig  not  a  bar  to  caoh  an  action 
until  sis  years  from  the  return  of  Buoh  execution. 

Mer*  kktdraiue  and  dsiay  is  no  objeetkm  to  an  assignment  far  tha  b«if^  </  ersd*^ 
Uars.  But  if  the  primary  and  conirolUng  purposs  is  to  hinder  and  delay,  then 
the  statute  is  riolated,  and  this  may  be  the  result  even  where  the  moral  inten- 
tion of  the  debtor  is  honest. 
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Wh«re  debtors  »top  payment  uid  eloae  their  bnnnees  in  oonaeqnenoe  of  a  wid« 
spread  reTulrion  in  trade,  oonfldent  that  with  their  assets  they  can  pay  all  their 
debts,  and  do  not  then  consider  it  necessary  to  make  a  general  assignment  for  th« 
benefit  of  their  creditors ;  their  a9$ignmiaU  of  a  portUm  qf  their  a$9§t9  to  a  per- 
son  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  preserving  it  for  their  creditors  at  large,  and  to 
prevent  any  anequal  advantage  to  creditors  in  other  states,  does  not  diseiose  any 
frauduUnt  iiUent  in  relation  to  their  general  assignment^  executed  nearly  tkre« 
months  later. 

It  is  not  every  kind  of  interference  by  an  aeaignor  with  the  property  of  the  trosi, 
that  indicates  a  f^ndulent  intent  at  the  execution  of  the  assignment.  Any 
su^^estion  oifered  by  him  which  may  be  useful  to  the  trustee^  to  the  end  that 
his  property  may  go  as  far  as  possible  in  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  the  satis- 
faction  of  his  creditors,  is  the  exercise  of  his  moral  interest  in  the  disposition  of 
his  property  which  is  justifiable. 

Where  a  general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  provides  **  that  the  assignee 
shall  retain,  pay  and  disburse  all  the  just  and  reasonable  expenses,  costs,  charges 
and  commissions  of  executing  and  carrying  into  effect  the  assignment,  including 
a  Juetf  reaeon4ible  and  lavfuleompeneatienfar  hie  owt^eervieee  ueeuehtruetees*' 
8ach  provision  does  not  invalidate  the  assignment. 

Where  an  assignment  conveys  to  the  assignee  the  partnership  and  the  indlTidnal 
property  of  the  assignors,  with  a  direction  to  pay  taxes,  assessments,  Sep.,  te 
become  due  on  the  separate  real  property,  such  direction  is  not  to  be  construed 
that  such  payments  are  to  be  made  from  the  partnerehip  funds. 

A  provision  in  such  assignment  that  after  payment  of  the  partnership  debts,  the 
assignee  shall  pay  aU  the  private  and  individual  debte  of  each  assignor,  is  not 
an  illegal  provision.  Even  if  it  appeared  in  the  assignment  that  each  assignor 
was  individually  insolvent,  and  that  the  property  assigned  by  each  was  uneqiutl 
in  value,  and  the  debts  of  each  unequal  in  proportion,  stiU  the  presumption  is  tkat 
the  assignee  would  do  his  duty  and  not  pay  the  private  debts  of  one  partner  with 
the  property  of  the  other,  in  the  absence  of  any  express  provision  to  that  effect 
in  the  assignment. 

J^Tew  York  Special  Term,  December ^  1864. 
Action  to  set  aside  as  fraudulent  and  void,  an  assign- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 


CacBKE,  J.  I.  Without  asserting  that  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations is  or  is  not  properly  pleaded,  it  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  the  cause  of  action  in  this  case  did  not  accrue  until 
after  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  •nd  the  return  of  the 
execution  in  the  common  law  action  against  the  defendant 
Beebe.  The  plaintiff  could  not  commence  this  action  until 
such  proceedings  were  taken  and  consummated.  He  had 
no  right  to  commence  it,  and,  therefore,  no  right  of  action 
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accrned.  Six  years  had  not  elapsed  from  the  return  of  the 
execution  in  the  former  action  before  this  was  commenced. 

II.  Did  the  conduct  and  acts  of  the  defendant  Beebe, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  assignment, 
and  subsequently  to  it,  manifest  beyond  reasonable  doubt 
an  intent  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  their  creditors  ?  It 
is  not  sufficient  to  say  that  the  execution  of  the  assignment 
necessarily  had  the  affect  to  hinder  and  delay  them.  If 
mere  hindrance  and  delay  should  avoid  an  instrument  of 
this  nature,  then  of  course  it  could  in  no  case  whatever  be 
upheld.  Every  assignment  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors operates  to  hinder  or  delay  them  in  the  enforcement 
of  their  claims.  But  as  the  law  recognizes  and  upholds 
such  a  disposition  of  a  debtor's  property,  when  it  is  in 
other  respects  without  taint,  it  is  palpable  that  the  mere 
effect  of  hindrance  or  delay  cannot  invalidate  them.  If 
indeed  the  primary  and  controlling  purpose  is  to  hinder  or 
delay,  then,  undoubtedly,  the  statute  is  violated,  and  this 
will  be  the  result,  even  when  the  moral  intention  of  the 
debtor  is  honest,  as  when  he  thinks  it  would  be  better,  that 
the  property  /^ould  be  sold  more  advantageously  for  the 
interests  of  the  creditors  at  a  future  time,  and  for  this  pri- 
mary purpose  executes  an  assignment.  If  this  is  the  pur- 
pose which  induces  him  to  make  an  assignment,  it  will  be 
set  aside,  but  if  his  primary  and  controlling  purpose  is  to 
preserve  his  property  for  such  a  distribution  of  it  among 
his  creditors  as  the  law  sanctions,  the  assignment  will  be 
upheld,  although  it  operates  also  to  hinder  or  delay.  In 
the  one  case  hindrance  or  delay  is  the  main  and  primary 
purpose,  in  the  other  it  is  only  an  incidental  effect. 

On  the  1st  of  September,  1857,  the  defendants  Beebe, 
bullion  brokers  and  bankers,  stopped  payment  and  closed 
their  doors  in  consequence  of  the  revulsion  which  so  disas- 
trously and  widely  followed  the  unexpected  failure  of  the 
Ohio  Life  and  Trust  Company.  But  although  they  stopped 
payment  for  the  time,  they  were  confident  that  they  had 
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an  abundance  of  assets  to  pay  all  their  debts,  and  it  ap- 
pears to  me  they  had  reasonable  ground  for  this  beliefl 
They  therefore  did  not  consider  it  necessary  at  that  time 
to  make  a  general  assignment  in  trust,  for  the  benefit  of 
their  creditors.  But  apprehensive  that  creditors  in  another 
state  would  levy  attachments  on  their  Trevorton  coal  stodic, 
on  the  ground  of  non-residence,  they  assigned  it  on  the  6th 
of  September,  1857,  to  Mr.  Colgate.  They  testify  that 
their  object  in  doing  this  was  to  preserve  this  portion  of 
their  property  for  their  creditors  at  large,  and  to  prevent 
any  unequal  advantage  to  creditors  in  other  states.  What- 
ever may  be  the  legal  effect  of  such  an  instrument  as  that, 
I  cannot  se&  that  it  discloses  any  fraudulent  intent  in  rela- 
tion to  the  general  assignment,  which  was  executed  nearly 
three  months  later,  on  the  24th  November,  1857.  Indeed, 
if  I  can  believe  the  witnesses,  it  had  no  reference  what- 
ever to  the  latter  instrument,  as  in  the  beginning  of  Sep- 
tember, I  repeat,  they  had  sanguine  hopes  of  satisfying 
their  creditors,  without  resorting  to  a  general  assignment. 
In  like  manner  the  sale  of  their  bullion  and  the  execution 
of  the  lease  of  their  premises  in  Wall  street,  were  made 
under  the  influence  of  the  same  hopes.  Neither  act  was 
done  in  contemplation  of  making  a  general  assignment,  and, 
therefore,  neither  can  shed  any  light  on  the  intention  by 
which  they  were  guided  in  executing  the  latter  instrument. 
In  accordance  with  the  hopes  which  they  entertained  of 
satisfying  their  creditors,  without  resorting  to  a  general 
assignment,  they  received  the  $50,000  from  Trevor  and 
Colgate,  and  as  fraud  is  not  to  be  presumed,  and  as  there 
is  not  a  particle  of  proof  showing  an  improper  appropria- 
tion of  the  money,  it  is  right  to  suppose  that  they  continued 
to  appropriate  it  to  the  payment  of  their  debts,  until  after 
the  lapse  of  nearly  two  months,  they  found  that  numerous 
dealers  who  had  borrowed  money  to  a  large  amount  firom 
them,  over  $700,000  on  call,  were  utterly  insolvent,  and 
they  had  no  longer  any  hope  of  paying  all  their  oreditorft 
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the  fall  amount  of  their  claims.  They  then  resolved  to  make 
the  general  assignment,  and  handed  over  to  their  assignee 
$8,000,  the  residue  of  the  $50,000  left  in  their  hands. 
The  other  acts  previous  to  the  26th  November,  1857,  are 
not,  in  my  opinion,  indicative  of  any  fraudulent  intent  rela- 
tive to  the  assignment  executed  upon  that  day,  nor  can  I 
find  from  anything  said  or  done  by  the  assignors  at  the 
time  of  its  execution  or  subsequently  to  it,  indicative  of 
such  an  intent.  I  see  no  proof,  but  on  the  contrary,  a 
positive  denial  that  they  illegally  interfered  with  the  pro- 
perty after  the  assignment.  Even  if  the  printed  circular 
which  was  produced  before  me  at  the  trial  was  authentica- 
ted, and  the  connection  of  the  assignors  with  it  clearly 
proved,  this  would  not  show  such  an  interference  as  Would 
indicate  a  fraudulent  intent  at  the  execution  of  the  assign- 
ment. Indeed,  it  cannot  be  justly  said  that  every  kind 
of  interference  by  an  assignor  with  the  property  of  the 
trust  has  any  such  effect.  Every  insolvent  debtor  has  at 
least  a. moral  interest  in  the  advantageous  disposition  of 
the  property,  in  order  that  it  may  go  as  far  as  possible  in 
the  payment  of  his  debts  and  the  satisfaction  of  his  cred- 
itors, and,  therefore,  any  suggestion  offered  by  him  which 
may  be  useful  to  the  trustee,  and  beneficial  to  the  creditors, 
so  far  from  showing  that  he  intended  by  the  assignment  to 
defraud  his  creditors,  indicates  that  he  was  actuated  by 
good  motives  from  the  beginning,  if  we  can  at  all  ascertain 
a  past  intent  by  subsequent  conduct.  Undoubtedly  an 
actual  and  continued  change  of  possession  of  the  assigned 
property  is  essential  to  show  the  good  faith  of  the  parties 
to  the  instrument,  and  if  the  assignors  in  the  present  case 
retained  possession  of  the  great  bulk  of  the  property,  con- 
verted it  into  cash,  continued  to  administer  the  business, 
controlled  its  management,  and  if  the  assignee  as  in  the 
case  of  Wilson  agt  Fergttson  (10  How.  175),  was  a  mere 
cypher,  a  fraudulent  intent  would  have  been  inevitably 
proved.  *  In  the  case  under  consideration,  however,  the 
Vol.  XXVIII.  22 
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assignee  did  take  possession,  and  continued  in  possessioii 
with  a  few  trifling  exceptions,  of  the  assigned  property. 
He  was  a  veritable  custodian  and  disposer  of  it ;  he  alone 
managed  and  controlled  it,  and  he  alone  communicated 
with  the  creditors  in  relation  to  it.  The  assignee  Colgate, 
accounts  satisfactorily  why  some  small  portion  of  the  indi- 
vidual property  of  the  assignors  was  not  retained  in  his 
actual  physical  possession.  A  circumstance  of  this  kind 
is  not  sufficient  of  itself  to  invalidate  the  assignment,  par- 
ticularly after  the  lapse  of  five  years,  during  which  time  a 
considerable  proportion  of  the  trust  has  been  in  a  state  of 
liquidation,  and  many  dividends  paid.  If  this  is  the  only 
evidence  of  bad  faith,  it  should  not  have  the  effect  of  coun- 
teracting indubitable  evidence  of  good  faith.  It  is  affirmed 
by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  that  the  assignors  designed  by 
executing  the  special  assignment  and  the  lease  of  these 
premises  in  Wall  street,  to  coerce  creditors  into  a  compro- 
mise. I  cannot  discover  any  evidence  of  such  a  design,  or 
any  attempt  to  put*  it  in  execution,  either  before  or  after 
the  execution  of  the  general  assignment.  As  to  the  asser- 
tion that  the  assignee  fails  to  account  for  $137,000  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  assigned  property  in  this  action,  he  is  not 
required  to  account  for  any  portion  of  it  except  in  a  very 
general  way,  and  no  defalcation  has  been  shown  to  affect 
the  question  of  good  faith  in  making  the  assignment. 

III.  If  there  are  no  extrinsic  causes  to  authorize  me  to 
set  aside  this  assignment,  the  next  inquiry  is,  has  it  intrin- 
sic defects  which  render  it  null  and  void  ?  It  is  alleged 
that  it. provides  for  the  assignee  a  greater  compensation 
than  the  law  allows.  It  provides  *^  that  the  assignee  shall 
retain,  pay  and  disburse  all  the  just  and  reasonable  expenses, 
costs,  charges  and  commissions  of  executing  and  carrying 
into  effect  the  assignment,  including  a  just,  reasonable  and 
lawfoL  compensation  for  his  own  services  as  such  trustee." 

It  would  be  an  overstrained  construction,  to  infer  from 
this  provision  that  it  authorizes  the  assignee  to  retain  or 
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pay  any  one  for  services  rendered  to  the  trast,  any  more 
than  the  law  strictly  allows.  If  he  should  pay  any  more 
to  others  he  will  do  so  in  his  own  wrong,  and  will  be  made 
liable  for  the  amotint  in  the  accounting,  and  in  the  same' 
accounting  he  will  be  debited  for  any  amount  he  has 
retained  for  his  own  compensation,  beyond  the  commission 
stated  in  the  statute.  This  provision  in  the  assignment  allows 
him  nothing  more  than  to  retain  a  reasonable  compensation 
for  his  own  services  and  for  the  services  of  others,  all  just 
and  reasonable  expenses,  costs,  charges  and  commissions. 
To  suppose  more  than  this  would  be  presuming  illegality 
in  a  provision  perfectly  susceptible  of  a  legal  intendment. 
The  assignment  authorizes  and  directs  the  assignee  to  pay 
all  costs,  taxes  and  assessments  due  or  to  become  due  on 
the  real  property  conveyed,  until  the  same  shall  be  dis- 
posed of.  The  assignors  convey  not  only  their  joint  real  and 
personal  property,  but  each  also  conveys  his  separate  pro- 
perty. It  is  contended  that  the  authority  to  pay  rents, 
taxes  and  assessments  on  the  separate  real  property, 
authorizes  the  assignor  to  pay  them  out  of  the  partnership 
funds.  The  language  employed,  perhaps,  is  not  as  direct 
and  precise  as  it  ought  always  to  be  in  legal  instruments. 
'  But  like  the  provision  relative  to  the  compensation  of  the 
trustee,  it  does  not  necessarily  import  an  unlawful  meaning. 
It  nowhere  expressly  authorizes  the  trustee  to  pay  the  rents, 
taxes  and  assessments  on  the  separate  property  of  either 
assignor  out  of  the  partnership  funds,  and  there  is  no  rea- 
son to  imply  an  authority  so  manifestly  illegal.  There  is 
no  necessity  that  he  should  resort  to  the  joint  fund  to  pay 
these  amounts.  The  charges  upon  each  separate  property 
must  be  kept  down  by  the  rents  and  profits  accruing  from 
it ;  it  is  to  be  supposed  that  these  are  at  least  capable  of 
doing  this,  and  in  the  accounting,  the  trustee  will  have  to 
to  account  separately  for  what  he  has  received  out  of  the 
separate  property,  and  what  out  of  the  partnership  pro- 
perty.   And  if  by  any  ambiguity  in  the  instrument,  he 
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has  been  iinliieed  to  pay  individual  debts  with  parthership 
property,  he  will  be  compelled  either  to  rectify  his  account 
or  make  good  the  deficiency  in  his  account  of  the  partner- 
ship receipts  and  expenses.  The  possibility  of  a  mistake 
or  misapprehension  of  the  trustee  will  not  warrant  the  total 
abrogation  of  the  instrument. 

The  assignment  provides  that  after  the  payment  of  the 
partnership  debts,  the  trustee  shall  pay  all  the  private  and 
individual  debts  of  each  assignor.  It  is  contended  that 
this  is  an  illegal  provision,  and  that  it  is  illegal  as  against 
the  copartnership  creditors.  It  is  certainly  not  intended 
to  affect  them  injuriously.  Not  only  is  the  individual  pro* 
perty  of  each  copartner,  in  common  with  the  copartnership 
property,  assigned  to  pay  copartnership  debts,  but  it  is 
expressly  directed  that  no  individual  debts  shall  be  paid 
until  all  the  copartnership  debts  are  paid  in  full.  It  is  oon- 
tendeM  that  this  provision  renders  the  assignment  null  and 
void,  and  I  must  say  with  Johksoh,  J.,  in  TVimer  agt.  Jio^ 
cox  (40  Barb.  164),  that  this  is  a  novel  proposition.  At 
least  it  was  very  novel  to  me  until  the  counsel  of  the  plain- 
tiff directed  my  attention  to  some  few  cases  maintaining  a 
similar  proposition.  The  furthest  point  in  this  direction 
which  anything  like  reliable  authority  bad  previously^ 
reached,  was  that  such  a  provision  may  avoid  an  instrument 
when  it  appeared  upon  its  face  that  each  assignor  w^  indi- 
vidually insolvent,  and  that  the  property  assigned  by  each 
was  unequal  in  value,  and  the  debts  of  each  unequal  in 
proportion.  This  proposition  is  based  on  the  ground  that 
such  a  provision  is  taking  the  property  of  one  partner  to 
pay  the  debts  of  another  who  had  less  property  or  more 
indebtedness.  But  I  think  even  here  there  is  a  fallacy,  for 
the  assignee  would  not  be  bound  to  pay  the  debts  of  one 
assignor  with  the  property  of  the  other,  unless  the  assign- 
ment contained  an  express  provision  to  that  effect.  It 
would,  be  presuming  an  illegal  meaning  to  imply  that  the 
trustee  vras  authorized  to  do  anything  more  than  to  pay 
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the  debts  of  each  assignor  out  of  his  indiTidnal  property 
alone.  I  rely  again  on  the  fiindamental  principle  that  in 
the  absence  of  express  direction  we  are  not  to  implj  an 
illegal  intent.  At  all  OTents,  in  the  case  before  us,  it  only 
appears  on  the  face  of  ike  assignment  that  the  partnership 
was  involved,  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  either  on  the 
face  of  the  instrument  or  in  the  proof,  that  either  of  the 
partners  was  individoally  inscdvent.'  In  the  latter  indeed) 
there  is  some  proof  to  show  that  each  owed  some  individ- 
ual debts,  but  nothing  to  show  insolvency.  The  few  autho- 
rities to  which  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  refers  me,  how- 
ever respectable,  are  more  than  outweighed  by  authority 
equally  respectable,  and  at  least  equdly  obligatory  on  me. 
Even  if  the  authorities  on  this  subject  were  equally  poised^ 
I  would  have  recourse  to  elementary  principles  and  the 
deductions  of  reason.  **  It  was  a  principle  of  the  Roman 
law,"  says  Chancellor  Exkt,  **  and  it  has  been  acknowl- 
edged in  the  equity  jurisprudence  ef  Spain,  England  aoid 
the  United  States,  that  partnership  debts  must  be  paid  out 
of  the  partnership  estate,  and  private  and  separate  debts 
ovt  of  the  private  and  separate  estate  of  the  individual 
partner  "  (3  Kenfs  Com.  64,  65,  marginal). 

By  the  same  principles  of  equity  jurisprudence,  it  is 
expressly  affirmed  that  the  separate  creditors  are  entitled 
in  equity  to  seek  payment  from  the  surplus  of  the  joint 
property,  after  satisfaotion  of  the  joint  debts.  This  is 
precisely  the  disposition  of  the  surplus  of  which  the  plains 
tiff  complains.  The  ossagnlEMait  provides,  no  thing  more  or 
less  than  what  the  elementary  principle  to  which  I  have 
referred  expressly  sanctions,  and  to  which  the  individual 
creditors  of  the  assignors  m  this  case  would  be  Mititled, 
even  if  the  provision  to  which  the  counsel  so  strenuously 
objects  was  not  contained  in  the  assignment.  Sorely  that 
which  the  law  expressly  allows  and  directs,  even  without 
auy  positive  direction  in  the  instrument,  cannot  become 
nugatory  merely  because  it  is  expressly  recited  in  it.     This 
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in  my  humble  opinion,  would  be  a  very  extraordinary 
method  of  legal  reasoning.  It  would  be  quite  as  illogical 
as  to  say  that  a  provision  to  pay  partnership  debts  out  of 
partnership  property  makes  void  an  instrument,  because 
it  is  a  principle  of  equity  jurisprudence  that  partnership 
debts  shall  be  paid  out  of  partnership  property.  Having 
a  priority  in  equity,  it  is  wrong  to  make  any  disposition  of 
the  partnership  property  to  secure  and  effectuate  that  pn- 
ority. 

My  conclusions  of  fact  are :  1st.  Six  years  have  not 
elapsed  from  the  time  the  right  of  action  in  this  case 
accrued  until  its  commencement.  2d.  That  the  parties  to 
the  assignment  in  trust  executed  on  the  26th  November, 
1857,  did  not  intend  thereby  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud 
the  creditors  of  the  assignors* 

My  conclusions  of  law  are :  1st.  That  this  action  is 
not  barred  by  the  statute  limiting  the  time  of  commencing 
civil  actions.  2d.  That  the  said  assignment  contains  no 
provisions  affecting  the  validity  thereof  on  its  face.  3d. 
That  the  same  is  a  valid  instrument ;  and  4th.  That  the 
complaint  should  be  dismissed,  and  judgment  given  for  the 
defendants,  with  costs* 
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An  important  mereantUe  4iMi«iofi,  aUluntgh  arising  in  a  JfUtiU*9  court.  When 
»  loan  of  money  in  BngUih  eurreney,  is  made  in  BngUnd  to  be  paid  in  New 
York,  tlie  pomd  it^Ung  is  to  be  eetinuited  ken  at  itt  real  market  wUme,  and 
not  at  ita  par  Talne. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  £6  lent  in  England,  to  be 
paid  on  the  arrival  of  the  parties  in  New  York.  The  de- 
fendant paid  in  court  |30  (the  par  value),  and  claimed  that 
was  all  the  plaintiff  could  recover. 
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George  W.  Wjugate,  far  the  fUintiffy 

argaed  the  following  points : 

First — That  there  was  no  statute  limiting  the  plaintiff's 
recovery  to  the  par  value  of  the  pound  sterling. 

(a)  The  only  act  which  professed  to  fix  its  value  for 
commercial  purposes  was  that  of  February  9,  1793,  which 
established  its  value  at  14.44.  This  is  the  act  referred  to 
when  the  legal  par  is  alluded  to.  {Story  on  Bills ;  Story 
o»  Qmflkt  of  Laws,  491,  §  308 ;  BrigfUly's  Digest,  154.) 

(b)  This  act,  besides  having  been  held  to  have  been  passed 
for  revenue  purposes  only  {PhUlips  agt.  Ins.  *Co.  of  Pa, ; 
HalTs  Journal  of  Jurisprudence,  250,  257),  was  repealed  by 
the  acts  of  June  28, 1834,  and  March  3,  1843,  establishing 
the  value  of  the  foreign  coins  by  weight,  and  repealing  all 
inconsistent  acts  by  the  act  of  July  27, 1842,  which  estab- 
lished the  value  of  the  pound  sterling  for  revenue  purposes 
at  14.84,  and  finally,  by  the  act  of  February  21,  1857, 
which  provided  that  the  value  of  foreign  coins  should  be 
estimated  according  to  the  annual  report  of  the  director 
of  the  mint. 

(c)  The  director  by  his  last  report  estimated  the  pound 
sterling  at  |4.86. 

Second — There  being  no  statutory  provision  fixing  the 
value,  the  plaintiff  should  recover  the  market  value.  The 
rule  where  the  currency  has  depreciated  being  established 
that  the  creditor  should  recover  sufiGlcient  to  reimburse  him 
in  the  country  where  he  sues.  {Story  on  Bills,  ^418 ;  Chitty 
on  Bills,  ch.  9,  p.  433 ;  Dungannon  agt.  Hackett,  1  Eq.  Case 
Jlhr.  288 ;  Pardessus  Droit  Comm.  Tome  5,  ^t,  1495  ;  Smith 
agt.  Shaw,  3  Wash.  dr.  IL  167 ;  Story  an  Conflict  of  Laws, 
§  310,  p.  494 ;  particularly  Cockrell  agt.  Barber,  16  Vesey, 
461,  465  ;  Cash  agt.  Kennan,  11  Id.  314 ;  see  De  Rham  agt. 
Grave,  18  Jlbb.  46.) 

7%ird — The  provisions  of  the  legal  tender  act  have  no 
application.    This  act  establishes  the  currency  of  the  coun- 
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try,  and  the  questicm  here  is,  what  ti  the  Tal«e  of  £6  in 
that  currency  ? 

(a)  It  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  there  is  a  great  di»t 
tinction  between  this  case  and  those  where  the  promise 
was  to  pay  so  many  dMars  in  gold.  There  a  paper  dollar 
is  made  by  law  an  equivalent  for  the  debt,  here  the  claim 
does  not  become  a  debt  until  tb%  value  in  dollars  has  hten 
ascertained  by  evidence,  and  then  that  amount  may  be  paiil 
in  paper. 

Fourth — This  is  a  question  involving  the  foreign  credit  of 
our  mercantile  interest,  which  will  be  destroyed  if  parties 
residing  abroad  can  only  recover  their  debts  at  par^  paid  m 
currency^  that  is  oae-half  of  their  debt,  or  even  less. 

A.  AiKEH,  Jbr  defendant, 

BARaETT,  J«  The  plaintiff  loaned  the  defendant  £6  ster- 
ling, at  Queenstown,  and  the  amount  was  to  be  repaid  in 
this  city.  There  is  no  just  distinction  between  a  loan 
made  in  England  and  payable  there,  and  a  loan  made  there 
but  payable  here  in  English  money.  The  intention  here 
was  that  the  plaintiff  should  receive  back  her  £6  or  its 
equivalent,  in  lawful  money  of  the  United  States.  What 
then  is  the  value  of  ih»  £6  in  such  lawful  money  7  The 
testimony  shows  that  six  pounds  sterling  were  actually 
worth  in  the  market  |78,  on  or  about  the  day  when  this 
debt  was  payable,  and  $67  on  or  about  the  day  of  trial. 
The  latter  sum,  is  itt  my  judgment,  the  true  measure  of 
damages,  unless  there  is  some  statute  or  rule  laying  down 
a  different  rate.  I  have  been  unable  to  discover  any  act 
whereby  the  pound  sterling  is  to  be  estimated  at  a  fixed 
sum  in  our  money  fDr  general  purposes.  The  act  of  July 
27,  1842  (Dun/op,  p.  997),  whereby  all  previous  acts  incon- 
sistent 'therewith  were  repealed,  fixed  the  Value  of  the 
pound  at  $4.84,  in  respect  to  all  payments  by  or  ttf.ihe 
treasury,  but  not  for  ooaimaitwl  purpoaas  generally.    Thia 
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act  was  passed  when  foreign  coins  were  yet  a  legal  tender. 
By  the  subsequent  act  of  February  21, 1857  (11  Staf.  163), 
all  former  acts  declaring  foreign  gold  or  silver  to  be  a  legal 
tender  in  payment  of  debts,  were  repealed,  and  it  was  pro- 
vided that  the  director  of  the  mint  should  thereafter  make 
an  annual  report  of  the  weight,  fineness  and  value  of  all 
foreign  coin. 

'Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  even  as  between  the  United 
States  and  the  importer,  the  value  of  the  foreign  coin  is 
now  the  subject  of  regulation,  based  upon  the  annual  report 
of  the  director  of  the  mint.  There  being  then  no  act  upon 
the  subject,  the  question  is  whether  the  par  of  exchange 
or  the  real  rate  should  be  the  measure  of  damages  ?  The 
latter  is  the  only  rule  whereby  exact  compensation  can  be  • 
afforded  to  the  creditor.  It  is  equally  just  to  the  debtor, 
for  the  par  may  be  greater  than  the  real  rate*  I  do  not 
look  upon  the  establishment  of  a  par  of  exchange  in  the 
light  of  a  legal  rate  or  statute  fixing  the  value.  It  is  rather 
an  agreed  and  conventional  stand-point,  to  serve  as  a  mere 
basis  in  estimating  the  actual  valtie.  It  supposes  the  cnr- 
rencies  of  both  nations  to  be  of  the  precise  weight  and 
parity  fixed  by  their  respective  mints,  and  it  should  not 
therefore  be  adhered  to  as  a  fixed  rale  of  value  where  the 
currency  of  either  countiy  has  become  depreciated.  (^Stary 
on  Gmflict  of  Laws,  §  308,  309,  et  seq. ;  Smith  agt.  ShaWj  2 
Wash,  a  R.  157;  GrarU  agt.  Healy,  2  Chand.  Law  A.  113 ; 
3  SkisMier,  523.) 

In  the  case  last  cited.  Judge  Stoet,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  supireme  court  of  the  United  States,  reviewed 
a&d  disapproved  of  the  New  York  cases  of  MaHin  agt« 
FVasMin  (4  John.  125),  and  Schofidd  agt.  Day  (20  John.  1 02),  « 
and  the  Massachusetts  case  of  Adams  agt.  Cordies  (8  Pick, 
260).  The  reasoning  of  Judge  Stoay  is  specially  applica- 
ble to  a  debt  payable  in  a  foreign  country^  yet  as  previ- 
ously suggested,  I  do  not  see  any  distinction  between  such 
a  case  and  the  present,  and  Judge  Stqet  in  his  Conflict  qf 
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XatDtf,  §  310,  expressly  iUostrates  the  rule  contended  for  by 
a  case  entirely  parallel  with  the  present. 
Judgment  for  plaintiff  $67. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

William  H.  Dyckmak,  appellant  agt.  Joss  Yaliente,  and 
others,  respondents. 

Where  sereral  indindoAlf  inbioribed  for  the  atook  of  a  iUaimhip  company ,  wUob, 
aa  alleged^  never  became  legally  organised,  and  the  money  paid  in  was  all  naed 
to  build  a  ship  whieh  was  intended  to  be  run  for  the  benefit  of  the  eompuiy$ 
•ad  where  a  m%}orit7'  of  the  subseribers  oi^Eaalsed  a  new  steamship  eompsiqri 
and  registered  the  ship  as  belonging  to  it}  and  the  latter  company  sold  the  ih^ 
and  retained  the  proceeds, 

MMf  that  the  pUintilf,  who  WM  a  mbsoribet  to  the  origk^ai  oompany,  but  wm 
not  included  in  the  new  company,  was  entitled  as  a  stockholder,  or  at  least  as  a 
partner,  to  an  accounting  for  the  proceeds  qf  the  veeeel,  from  those  of  his  feUow 
inbseribera  who  had  participated  in  its  sale. 

Jfew  York  General  Term,  Xfovemher^  1864. 
Before  Leona&d,  P.  J.^  Barnarx)  and  Sutherland,  Justices* 
Appeal  by  the  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  at  special  term 
dismissing  his  complaint. 

Henry  A.  Cram,  for  the  appellant. 
I.  T.  Williams,  for  the  respondents. 

By  the  court,  Sutherland,  J.  After  a  careful  ezamina^ 
tion  of  this  case,  I  cannot  avoid  thinking  that  the  plead- 
ings were  drawn  and  that  the  action  was  tried  without  any 
very  definite  idea  of  the  ground  or  principle  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  had  or  claimed  to  have,  a  right  to  equitable 
relief.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  when  the  plaintiff  rested, 
and  the  defendants  moved  to  dismiss  his  complaint,  he  had 
presented  on  the  pleadings  and  proofs  a  prima  facie  case 
for  equitable  relief,  and  it  is  very  plain  to  me  that  his  com- 
plaint should  not  have  been  dismissed  on  the  ground  it  was 
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dismissed,  which  ground,  as  I  read  the  case,  was  substan- 
tially that  the  property  in  the  ship  was  in  the  parties  as 
tenants  in  common  ;  that  no  conversion  or  destruction  of 
the  ship  having  been  proved,  no  action  would  lie  by  the 
plaintiff  against  his  co-owners ;  that  no  act  had  been  alleged 
or  proved  which  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  equitable  relief  as 
a  tenant  in  common.  Now,  in  my  opinion,  there  was  no 
question  of  tenancy  in  common,  or  of  joint  tenancy,  in  the 
case« 

As  between  Boardman,  Holbrook  &  Co.,  as  contractors 
for  the  building  of  the  ship,  and  the  plaintiff  as  the  party 
with  whom  they  made  the  contract,  and  as  between  them 
as  such  contractors  and  the  first  corporation,  "  The  New 
York  and  St  Jago  Steamship  Company,"  no  doubt  the 
property  in  the  ship  was  in  Boardman,  Holbrook  A  Co., 
until  her  delivery  by  them  under  the  contract  {Andrews 
agt.  Durante  1  Keman^  35) ;  but  as  between  the  plaintiff 
and  such  of  the  defendants  as  were  officers  or  stockholders 
of  the  first  corporation,  "  The  New  York  and  St.  Jago 
Steamship  Company,"  as  between  the  plaintiff  and  such  of 
the  defendants  as  took  or  acquired  their  stock  or  interest 
in  the  second  corporation,  "  The  Cuba  and  New  York 
Steamship  Company,"  with  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  plain- 
tiff's interest  or  rights  in  the  first  corporation,  or  of  his 
rights  as  between  him  and  the  first  corporation,  or  the 
stock  subscribers  of  the  first  corporation,  I  think  the  pro- 
perty in  the  ship  was  in  the  first  corporation.  In  looking 
at  the  case  made  by  the  pleadings  and  by  the  proofs,  when 
the  plaintiff  rested  dhd  his  complaint  was  dismissed,  to  see 
whether  he  was  entitled  to  the  equitable  relief  specifically 
asked  for,  or  other  equitable  relief»  as  against  all  or  any  « 
of  the  defendants,  I  think  the  property  in  the  ship  should 
be  considered  to  be  in  the  first  corporation.  I  think  the 
Judge  at  special  term,  on  the  pleadings  and  proofs,  for  all 
the  purposes  of  the  action^  should  have  considered  the  title 
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or  ownership  of  tbe  ship  to  be  in  the  first  corporation,  and 
to  have  been  from  the  time  of  its  organization. 

I  do  not  see  why  the  first  corporation  waa  not  regularly 
oi^anized  nnder  the  act.  At  all  events,  it  appears  to  ma 
that  such  of  the  defendants  as  participated  in  its  organiza- 
tion, or  subscribed  for  its  stock,  ought  not  to  be  permitted 
to  allege  any  irregularity  in  its  organization  to  defeat  the 
plaintiff's  equity.  I  think  the  question  of  equitable  relief 
of  any  kind,  and  as  to  any  of  the  defendants,  was  between 
the  plaintiff  either  as  a  stockholder  or  creditor  of  the  first 
corporation  and  such  defendants.     If  so,  the  question  of  1 

tenancy  in  common,  or  of  joint  tenancy,  or  of  part  owner-  i 

ship  was  not  in  the  case,  for  a  stockholder  as  such,  cannot 
properly  be  said  to  have  the  interest  of  a  tenant  in  com- 
mon, or  joint  tenant,  or  of  a  part  owner  in  the  property, 
real  or  personal,  the  capital  or  capital  stock  is  invested  in 
during  the  life  time  of  the  corporation.  If  the  plaintiff's 
position  was  that  of  a  stockholder  of  the  first  corporation, 
or  he  had  a  right  to  be  regarded  as  claiming  relief  as  such, 
the  opinions  at  general  term  and  special  term,  in  Mbatt  agt 
The  American  Hard  Rubber  Company  (33  jBarfr.  580),  and  the 
cases  referred  to  in  the  opinions,  will  sufficiently  illustrate 
the  equitable  ground  or  principle  on  which  I  suppose  he 
was  on  the  pleadings  and  proofs  entitled  to  equitable  relief, 
at  least  as  against  those  of  the  defendants  who  were  offi* 
cers  or  stockholders  of  the  first  corporation,  and  who  par- 
ticipated in  the  acts  charged  in  the  complaint,  and  the 
necessary  effect  of  which  was  tbe  destruction  of  his  rights 
as  such  stockholder  (see  also  The  Peopk  agt.  The  Albany  and 
Vt  Railroad  Co.  24  JV*.  F.  /L  261,  and  memorandum  of  the 
reporter  at  the  end  of  the  case). 

1  think  that  at  all  events,  as  to  such  defendants,  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  stockholder  in  the  first,  corporation,  and  had  a 
right  to  be  regarded  as  a  stockholder  to  the  amount  of 
$3,250,  and  probably  to  the  whole  amount  claimed,  partic- 
ularly considering  Baralt's  letter  from  Cuba,  the  mortgage 
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by  Dd  Mier,  the  organization  of  the  second  corporation 
without  consalting  the  plaintifif,  the  repudiation  bj  the 
answers  of  any  right  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  second  corpo- 
ration  as  a  stockholder  or  otherwise,  the  registry  of  the 
ship  (the  only  prpperty  of  the  first  corporation)  in  the  name 
of  the  second  corporation,  the  offers  by  the  plaintiff  to 
show  that  subscribers  to  stock  in  the  first  corporation  other 
than  himself  were  in  arrears,. and  bis  offer  to  show  that  the 
ship  had  been  sold  to  the  United  States  government  by 
Baralt  and  his  confederates,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
($200,000)  divided  between  De  Mier,  Boardman,  Holbrook& 
Co.,  and  Baralt.  I  think  the  evidence  offered  to  show  that 
others  of  the  subscribers  to  the  first  corporation  (who  are 
all  defendants  in  this  action),  were  in  arrears  as  to  their 
subscriptions  for  stock  in  the  first  corporation  should  have 
been  received,  as  it  would  have  tended  to  show  that  they 
onght  not  to  take  the  position  in  this  action  that  the  plain- 
tifir  was  not  a  stockholder  in  the  first  corporation,  but  was 
to  be  considered  a  mere  creditor  of  that  corporation,  be- 
cause be  had  not  paid  up  his  stock  in  full.  I  think,  too, 
the  proof  as  to  the  sale  of  the  ship  to  the  United  States 
was  proper,  and  should  have  been  received,  even  if  it  was 
not  necessary  to  show  what  relief  and  the  extent  of  the 
relief  which  should  be  granted. 

The  very  ground  upon  which  the  complaint  was  dis- 
missed, may  be  said  to  assume  that  the  plaintiff  was  or 
should  be  regarded  as  a  stockholder  in  the  first  corporation ; 
for  he  could  not  be  a  tenant  in  common  without  having 
an  interest  in  the  ship,  and  it  was  not  pretended,  and  there 
was  not  a  pretense  for  pretending  that  the  plaintiff  had 
any  interest  in  the  ship,  except  what  came  from  his  sub- 
scription for  stock  in  the  first  corporation,  and  the  pay- 
ments he  had  made.  Even  if  the  plaintiff  was  to  be 
regarded  as  a  mere  creditor  of  the  first  corporation,  I  am 
by  no  means  prepared  to  say  that  his  complaint  could  have 
been  rightfully  dismissed.      The  defendants,  or  some  of 
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them,  had  got  the  only  property  of  that  corporation,  or 
had  put  it  in  a  position  that  he  could  not  reach  it  at  law. 
I  think  the  case  shows  that  this  had  been  done  in  a  way 
or  by  acts  which  must  be  deemed  fraudulent  to  the  plain- 
tiff, even  regarding  him  as  a  mere  creditor  of  the  first  cor- 
poration. Nothing  was  left  of  the  first  corporation  but 
its  corporate  name.  A  judgment  and  execution  against  it 
would  have  been  fruitless.  Possibly  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  under  which  the  corporation  was  organized,  the 
plaintiff  as  a  creditor  of  it  might  have  maintained  an  action 
against  one  or  more  of  the  defendants  as  subscribers  for 
stock  in  the  first  corporation,  after  judgment  and  execution 
against  the  corporation,  but  considering  that  none  of  the 
defendants  demurred,  but  all  answered,  and  that  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  relief  as  a  creditor  is 
prevented  by  the  dismissal  of  his  complaint,  I  do  not  think 
that  it  can  be  said  that  his  complaint  could  have  been 
rightfully  dismissed,  even  regarding  him  as  a  mere  creditor 
of  the  first  corporation. 

A  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  of  fraud. 
In  some  cases  of  fraud  courts  of  law  have  concurrent  juris- 
diction, and  in  many  cases  of  fraud,  it  has  been  the  practice 
or  usage  of  courts  of  equity  to  decline  to  exercise  their 
jurisdiction,  but  leave  them  exclusively  to  courts  of  law, 
but  even  in  such  cases  it  cannot  be  said  that  courts  of 
equity  have  not  jurisdiction.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that 
in  the  principal  case,  regarding  the  plaintiff  as  a  mere 
creditor  of  the  first  corporation,  the  special  term  could  not 
properly  have  declined  to  exercise  its  jurisdiction  on  the 
ground  that  plaintiff  had  a  remedy  at  law,  or  had  not  ex- 
hausted his  remedy  at  law. 

My  conclusion  is  that  the  judgment  of  the  special  term 
should  be  reversed,  and  that  there  should  be  a  new  trial, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event  of  the  action. 

Leonard,  J.  The  steamship  was  conveyed  by  taking  out 
a  register  in  the  name  of  the  Cuba  and  New  York  Steam- 
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ship  Company,  as  owner,  through  the  action  of  some  or  all 
of  the  other  defendants,  wrongfully,  and  in  disregard  of 
the  rights  of  the  plaintiff.  Simonson  did  not  in  fact  build 
the  ship  for  that  company,  and  in  giving  the  builder's  cer- 
tificate, which  entitled  that  company  to  take  out  a'  register, 
he  but  followed  the  directions  of  certain  of  the  defendants 
whom  he  supposed  authorized  to  direct  him  in  respect  to 
the  vesting  of  the  title  to  the  ship,  or  obtaining  the  usual 
indicia  of  title.  It  was  nevertheless  the  act  of  those  who 
procured,  directed  or  controlled  the  use  or  application  of 
that  certificate  and  the  affidavit  of  Dr.  Mier.  Up  to  that 
time  the  moneys  of  the  plaintiff,  and  of  the  individual  de- 
fendants  except  Mi'^r,  had  been  used  in  constructing  this 
steamship,  and  they  who  so  advanced  their  money,  were 
copartners  in  the  adventure. 

The  act  of  causing  the  steamship  to  be  vested  in  the 
Cuba  and  New  York  Steamship  Company,  or  in  excluding 
the  plaintiff  from  his  interest  in  her,  was  a  conversion  of 
the  partnership  property  by  some  of  the  partners,  in  which 
all  of  them  who  have  participated  in  the  divisions  of  the 
funds  or  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  must  be  held  to  be  bound 
either  as  actors  or  by  ratification  of  the  act.  The  plaintiff 
has  been  excluded  from  participation.  He  is  entitled  to 
an  account  as  against  these  partners,  or  at  least  he  may 
be  so  entitled,  if  the  facts  and  positions  above  stated  are 
finally  borne  out  by  the  proofs  on  both  sides,  at  the  close 
of  the  case. 

I  am  satisfied  that  the  complaint  was  incorrectly  dis- 
missed, and  that  the  plaintiff  was  then  entitled  prima  facie 
to  an  account  as  against  his  partners,  of  the  value  of  the 
partnership  property  converted  by  them,  from  which  be 
was  excluiJed. 

The  New  York  and  St.  Jago  Steamship  Company  never 
went  into  operation,  and  seems  to  have  but  little  to  do  with 
the  case  except  as  showing  the  intention  originally,  of 
those  who  were  active  in  promoting  the  enterprise,  and 
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who  conducted  the  operations  of  those  who  contributed  to 
the  adventure.  This  company  never  had  any  title  or  inter- 
est  in  the  property  created  by  the  money  of  the  individual 
contributors.  The  stock  subscribed  for  was  never  paid 
in  as  capitaL  The  money  raised  was  paid  out  directly  for 
construction,  and  not  for  shares  subscribed  for  in  the  New 
York  and  St.  Jago  Steamship  Company.  The  ship  was 
built  by  individuals,  not  by  a  corporation.  There  was  no 
person  elected  as  president,  or  to  any  other  office,  and 
!never  a  dollar  of  capital  paid  in,  so  far  as  it  appears  by 
the  evidence.  Proof  of  the  amount  in  which  the  subscri- 
bers to  the  stock  of  the  New  York  and  St  Jago  Steamship 
Company,  other  than  the  plaintiff,  were  in  arrears  in  their 
payments,  was  not  material,  and  the  evidence  offered  on 
this  point  was  correctly  excluded.  The  offer  to  prove  the 
sale  of  the  ship  to  the  United  States  government,  and  the 
price  received,  was  wholly  immaterial,  except  as  the  appro- 
priation of  the  proceeds  might  be  shown,  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  the  participation  of  the  defendants,  who 
were  partners  in  constructing  the  ship,  in  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  and  thus  showing  their  ratification  of  the  proceed- 
ing whereby  the  plaintiff  was  excluded  from  the  partner- 
ship property  to  which  he  had  contributed. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordere<I, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 


COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

Thomas  Darlington,  respondent  agt.  The  Mayor,  Aa,  of 
THE  CITY  OF  New  York,  appellants. 

The  Mi  of  th«  UgisUtnre  •ntttted  <<an  aet  to  proTido  for  oompeonitjif  pwtlM 
wboM  property  may  bo  destroyed  in  coiueqiienoe  of  mobi  or  rioti,"  paaed  April 
ISth,  1856,  ii  a  TaUd  and  eoiutitatioiial  act  of  legislatioD. 
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Jadfments  rendered  pnnmant  to  the  prorisioiui  of  that  aet*  for  riot  damages,  hare 
the  same  foree  against  the  property  of  the  oity  as  jadgments  recoyered  for  any 
other  oanse  of  action. 

The  property  owned  by  the  eity  eorporatioo  is  held  by  it  as  a  pnbUe  oorporatioBy 
and  is  subject  to  the  law-making  power  of  the  state  rested  in  the  legislature. 

This  was  an  action  brought  under  the  riot  act  of  1855 
(Laws  of  1855,  cA.  428,  p.  800),  to  recover  damages  against 
the  city  of  New  York,  for  the  destruction  of  the  plaintiflF's 
property  by  a  mob,  during  the  riot  of  July,  1863.  At  the 
trial  before  Judge  HoNcaiEF,  the  plaintiff  was  non-suited, 
but  the  general  term  (of  the  superior  court)  set  aside  the 
non-Buit  and  ordered  a  new  trial.  The  appeal  was  from 
that  determination* 

John  E.  Hackstt  €md  Willijuc  Fdiaebton,  for  the 

appellants. 
Thomas  Daslluhqtov^  respondent  in  person. 

Denio,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  act  of  the  legis- 
lature under  consideration  did  not  require  the  presence  of 
three-fifths  of  the  members  elected  to  each  house  in  order 
to  become  a  law.  The  constitutional  provision  on  which 
reliance  is  placed,  is  in  these  words  :  '*  On  the  final  passage 
in  either  house  of  the  legislature  of  every  act  which  im- 
poses, continues  or  revives  a  tax,  or  creates  a  debt  or 
charge,  or  makes,  continues  or  revives  an  appropriation  of 
public  or  trust  money  or  property,  or  releases,  discharges 
or  commutes  any  claim  or  demand  of  the  state,  the  question 
shall  be  taken  by  ayes  and  noes,  which  shall  be  duly 
entered  on  the  journals,  and  three-fifths  of  all  the  members 
elected  to  either  house,  shall,  in  all  such  cases,  be  necessary 
to  constitute  a  quorum  therein  "  {Const.  Art  7,  %  14).  The 
article  of  which  the  section  is  a  part,  relates  to  the  state 
finances,  and  taken  together  it  constitutes  the  fijiancial 
system  of  the  state,  so  far  as  relates  to  constitutional 
restraints. 

The  affairs  of  cities  and  counties  so  far  as  they  are  regu- 
VoL.  XXVIII.  23 
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lated  by  the  constitution,  are  treated  in  other  provisions 
{see  The  People  agt.  The  Supervisors  of  Chenango,  4  Seld.  317). 
This  act  of  1855  does  not  impose  a  tax  of  any  kind  either 
state  or  municipal.  Its  provisions  may  and  no  doubt  will 
lead  to  the  necessity  of  local  taxation,  and  the  same  thing 
may  be  said  of  every  act  of  legislature  under  which  an 
expenditure  for  general  or  local  purposes.may  in  any  con- 
tingency be  required.  If  a  local  tax  in  a  city  or  village 
is  within  the  scope  of  the  section,  it  will  be  sufficient  to 
have  the  requisite  quorum  present  when  the  law  shall  come 
to  be  voted.  The  act  does  not  create  a  debt  or  claim.  If 
no  person  should  suffer  damage  by  a  riot  or  mob,  no  money 
would  be  required,  and  no  debt  or  charge  would  ever  be 
created,  and  until  such  an  event  shall  occur,  no  debt  or 
claim  will  be  called  into  existence. 

The  legal  principle  which  imputes  the  act  of  an  autho- 
rized agent  to  his  principal,  does  not  apply  to  the  rioters 
contemplated  by  the  statute,  whose  wrongful  act  might 
lead  to  the  incurring  of  a  debt.  They  would  not  be  in  any 
sense  the  agents  of  the  legislature.  The  constitution  relates 
to  legislative  acts,  which  of  themselves,  or  by  their  imme* 
diate  and  necessary  consequence  create  a  debt  or  claim. 
Nor  is  the  act  an  appropriation  bill  in  the  sense  of  this 
provision.  No  public  or  trust  moneys  were  disposed  of  or 
set  apart  for  the  purpose  of  being  expended ;  it  could  not 
be  known  when,  if  ever,  any  payment  of  money  would  be 
required  to  be  made,  or  in  what  county  or  city  it  would  be 
required ;  and  none  of  the  public  moneys  of  the  state  were 
to  be  expended  in  consequence  of  any  of  the  provisions  of 
the  act.  The  other  purposes  included  in  the  section  are 
still  more  remote  from,  and  indeed,  have  no  relation  to  any 
provision  of  the  act  in  question.  Some  of  these  positions 
were  adjudged  in  the  case  referred  to,  and  the  others  seem 
to  be  sufficiently  plain. 

The  other  objection  is,  that  by  force  of  the  act,  if  it  shall 
be  executed,  what  is  termed  the  private  property  of  the 
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city,  may  be  taken  for  a  public  use  without  due  process  of 
law,  and  without  a  provision  for  compensation.  It  cannot 
be  doubted  but  that  the  general  purposes  of  the  law  are 
within  the  scope  of  the  legislative  authority.  The  legis- 
lature have  plenary  power  in  respect  to  all  subjects  of  civil 
governments,  which  they  are  not  prohibited  from  exercising 
by  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  or  by  some  pro- 
vision or  arrangement  of  the  constitution  of  this  state.  This 
act  proposes  to  subject  the  people  of  the  several  local  divi- 
sions of  the  state,  consisting  of  counties  and  cities,  to  the 
payment  of  any  damages  to  property  in  consequence  of  any 
riot  or  mob  within  the  county  or  city.  The  policy  on 
which  the  aet  is  framed  may  be  supposed  to  be,  to  make 
good  at  the  public  expense,  the  losses  of  those  who  may 
be  so  unfortunate,  as  without  their  own  fault  to  be  injured 
in  their  property  by  acts  of  lawless  violence  of  a  particu- 
lar kind,  which  it  is  the  general  duty  of  the  government 
to  prevent ;  and  further,  and  principally,  we  may  suppose, 
to  make  it  the  interest  of  every  person  liable  to  contribute 
to  the  public  expenses  to  discourage  lawlessness  and  vio- 
lence, and  maintain  the  empire  of  the  laws  established  to 
preserve  public  quiet  and  social  order.  These  ends  are 
plainly  within  the  purposes  of  civil  government,  and,  indeed, 
it  is  to  attain  them  that  governments  are  instituted  ;  and 
the  means  provided  by  this  act  seem  to  be  reasonably 
adapted  to  the  purposes  in  view.  If  this  were  less  obvi- 
ous, the  practice  of  the  country  from  which  we  derive  so 
many  of  our  legal  institutions,  would  leave  no  doubt  on 
the  subject.  Laws  of  this  general  character  have  existed 
in  England  from  the  earliest  period.  It  was  one  of  the 
institutions  of  Canute,  the  Dane,  which  was  recognized  by 
the  Saxon  laws,  that  when  any  person  was  killed,  and  the 
slayer  had  escaped,  the  ville  should  pay  forty  marks  for  his 
death ;  and  if  it  could  not  be  raised  in  the  ville,  that  the 
hundred  should  pay  it.  *'  This  irregular  provision,"  says 
an  able  author,  *'  it  was  thought  would  engage  every  one 


366  ^^  ^l^K  PRACnOS  BBP<»tTS. 

I  I  — — .  II  .III.  II  l^w^^^^— ^"^ 

Dwrlington  agt.  The  lilajor^  fte.,  oC  N»w  Tork. 

in  the  prevention  and  prosecution  of  Buch  secret  offences" 
(1  Reeve^s  History  of  English  Laic^  p.  17).  Coming  down 
to  the  reign  of  the  Norman  kings,  we  find  in  the  statute 
of  Winchester  (13  Ed.  1,  ch.  1)^  a  provision  touching  the 
crimes  of  robbery,  murder  and  arson — ^that  if  the  country, 
f.  €.,  the  jury  would  not  answer  for  the  bodies  of  the  offend- 
ers, the  people  dwelling  in  the  county  were  to  be  answerable 
for  the  robberies  and  the  damages  sustained,  so  that  the 
whole  hundred  where  the  robbery  was  committed,  with  the 
franchises  thereof,  should  be  answerable.  It  is  upon  this 
statute  that  the  action  against  the  hundred  for  robberies 
committed  therein,  of  which  so  many  notices  are  met  with 
in  the  old  books,  is  grounded.  {Reeve,  Vol,  1,  p.  213; 
Second  Ins.  ch.  17,  p.  669.) 

Passing  by  the  statutes  of  subsequent  reigns,  and  par- 
ticularly several  in  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  in  which  this 
remedy  has  been  somewhat  modified  ^hile  its  principle  is 
steadily  adhered  to,  we  come  to  the  7  th  and  8th,  Geo.  IF, 
cA.  31,  which  was  an  act  for  consolidating  and  amending 
the  laws  of  England,  relative  to  remedies  against  the  hun- 
dred. It  repeals  several  prior  acts  providing  remedies 
against  the  hundred  for  the  damages  occasioned  by  per- 
sons violently  and  tumultuously  assembled,  and  enacts  a 
series  of  provisions  very  similar  in  effect  with,  and  in  some 
respects  more  extensive  in  their  scope  than  those  of  the 
statute  under  consideration.  As  the  hundreds  were  not 
corporations,  the  action  was  to  be  brought  against  the 
hi^  CQustable,  and  on  judgment  being  rendered,  the  sheriff 
was  to  draw  his  warrant  on  the  county  treasurer  for  the 
amount  of  the  recovery.  Ultimately,  the  money  was  to  be 
collected  by  local  taxation  in  the  hundred  made  liable. 
These  provisions  have  no  direct  bearing  upon  the  present 
case,  but  are  referred  to  to  show  that  the  action  in  ques- 
tion is  based  upon  a  policy  which  is  coeval  with  the  laws 
of  England,  and  one  which  has  been  constantly  acted  on 
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in  that  comitry,  and  hence  that  it  very  clearly  falls  within 
the  general  powers  of  the  legislator. 

As,  however,  the  objection  of  the  defendant  arises  out 
%>f  a  constitntional  restraint,  substantially  identical  with 
one  of  the  provisions  of  Magna  Carta  (ch.  2Sf)>  it  is  at  least 
a  cnrions  coincidence  that  the  policy  of  compelling  a  local 
eommnnity  to  answer  with  their  property  for  acts  of  vio- 
lence committed  by  others,  has  been  considered  by  the 
JBnglish  parliament  as  a  supplement  to  rather  than  a  violin 
tion  of  the  great  charter,  < 

In  the  statute  called  ArHculi  super  cariamj  Anno  28,  Bd- 
ward  I,  which  confirmed  the  great  charter  and  the  charter 
of  the  forest,  and  directed  that  the  same  should  be  firmly 
observed  '*  in  every  part  and  article,"  it  was  directed  in 
terms  that  the  statute  of  Winchester,  which  gave  a  remedy 
egainst  the  hundred  for  robberies  committed  in  it,  should  be 
sent  again  into  every  county  to  be  read  and  published  four 
times  a  year,  and  kept  in  ^*  every  point  as  strictly  as  the  two 
]great  charters,  upon  the  pains  therein  limited."  (Reeve^ 
vol.  2,  p.  340;  Coke,  2  InsL  cA.  17,  p.  369.) 

Assuming  it  to  be  suifficiently  apparent  that  the  statute 
in  question  fitUs  within  the  general  scope  of  legislative 
authority,  the  particular  inquiry  is,  whether  it  violates  the 
constitutional  provisions  relied  on  by  the  defendant.  It  is 
plain  enough  that  the  suits  which  it  authorises,  will,  if  suo*> 
cessful,  result  in  requiring  contributions  from  the  tax  pay« 
ers  of  the  local  communities,  to  make  good  the  losses  of 
persons  who  have  suffered  from  the  acts  of  rioters.  In  thai 
way  it  may  be  said  that  their  property  may  be  taken.  In 
one  sense  it  may  be  conceded  that  it  is  taken  for  a  publio 
use,  for  when  the  state  undertakes  to  indemnify  the  suffer^ 
ers  from  riots,  the  executing  of  that  duty  is  a  public  con- 
cern, and  the  expenditure  is  on  public  accounts  It  is  a 
public  use  in  the  same  sense  as  the  expenditure  of  money 
foi^  the  erection  of  court  houses  and  jails,  the  construction 
«f  roads  and  bridges,  and  the  support  of  the  poor.    It  id 
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taken  for  an  object  which  the  legislature  has  determined  ia 
be  of  public  importance,  and  for  the  interest  of  the  state. 
Private  property  thus  taken  is  not  seized  in  the  execntion 
of  the  right  of  eminent  domain.  If  it  were  so  considered, 
all  contributions  exacted  from  citizens  for  defraying  the 
expenses  of  the  government  and  of  local  administration, 
would  in  order  to  be  legal,  require  the  return  of  a  precise 
equivalent  to  the  tax  payers,  or  a  compensation  which 
would  be  absurd.  Every  one  will  at  once  see  that  thia 
cannot  be  so,  and  that  if  it  were  government  could  Dot  be 
carried  on  at  all.  But  no  general  reasoning  is  necessary, 
for  the  subject  has  been  elaborately  considered  and  deter** 
mined  in  this  court. 

In  the  case  of  The  People  agt.  The  JIfayw,  <rc.,  of  Brook- 
lyn (4  ComsL  419),  a  local  assessment  made  pursuant  to  an 
act  of  the  legislature,  for  defraying  the  expenses  of  impro- 
ving a  street,  was  challenged  on  the  same  ground  as  the 
present  act.  The  money  of  individuals  having  property 
in  a  certain  locality  was  required  to  be  taken  and  appro- 
priated  for  the  public  purpose  indicated  ]  and  it  was  argued 
that  it  was  a  taking  of  private  property  otherwise  than  by 
due  process  of  law,  and  without  any  provision  for  campen- 
sation.  The  opinion  of  Judge  Buooles,  which  W€b8  con- 
curred in  by  all  the  judges,  discriminates  with  great  clear- 
ness between  the  seizure  of  property  under  the  power 
inherent  in  the  government  to  levy  taxes  for  public  pur- 
poses, and  the  taking  of  specific  real  or  personal,  estate^ 
either  unlawfully  or  for  a  public  object,  without  rendering 
a  specific  equivalent.  In  the  former  case,  the  contributors 
to  the  public  burthens  receive  such  compensation  as  the 
constitution  of  the  laws  contemplate  they  should  have,  in 
the  benefits  of  good  government,  and  in  the  advantage 
which  the  legislature  b&ve  judged  that  they  would  receive 
from  the  particular  expenditure  in  question.  *  It  is  only 
necessaity  to  add  to  this  branch  of  the  case  that  the  legis- 
lature is  the  conclusive  and  final  judge  as  to  what  the 
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pablie  interest  and  general  good  require  to  be  done,  and 
of  the  expenditure  which  may  be  needed  for  any  particular 
purpose.  The  principle  which  of  itself  is  sufficiently  obvi- 
ous, has  moreover  been  repeatedly  affirmed  in  this  court. 
(7%«  Town  of  Guilford  agt.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  of 
Chenango  County^  3  Kenu  143 ;  Brewster  agt.  The  CUy  of 
Syracuse,  19  JV*.  F.  116<)  There  can  be  no  objection  to 
imposing  the  burthens  which  shall  arise  in  the  execution 
of  the  act  upon  the  local  division  where  the  riots  took 
place  and  the  losses  occasioned.  This  is  the  case  with  all 
public  exactions,  which  froip  their  nature  are  local  in  their 
objects,  and  which  generally  arrange  themselves  under  the 
bead  of  town,  city  or  county  charges.  K  we  look  at  the 
statute  we  are  examining,  as  resulting  ultimately  in  occa- 
sioning taxation,  for  the  means  of  raising  the  money  which 
"will  be  required  to  carry  out  its  purposes,  the  foregoing 
observations  will  be  all  which  it  seems  to  me  necessary  for 
the  determination  of  this  appeal,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 
it  should  be  considered  in  that  light.  • 

But  it  is  contended  that  the  application  of  the  case  to 
the  city  of  New  York  raises  a  farther  and  different  ques- 
tion. The  fact  that  it  is  governed  by  a  corporation  under 
a  charter,  conferring  certain  municipal  rights,  does  not  of 
course,  raise  any  distinction.  The  authority  of  the  legis- 
lature prevails  within  the  limits  of  charted  cities  and  vil- 
lages, and  the  public  laws  have  the  same  force  there  as  in 
the  other  parts  of  the  state.  That  position  does  not  admit 
of  an  argument  (7%€  People  agt.  Morris,  13  Wend.  325). 

The  particular  point  appears  to  be  that  the  form  of  the 
remedy  for  recovering  the  money  required  to  pay  individual 
losses,  provided  by  .the  act,  leads  to  consequences  which 
would  violate  the  constitutional  provision.  The  party  who 
has  sustained  damages  by  a  riot  may  prosecute  the  city 
corporation,  and  the  act  provides  that  if  he  obtain  judg- 
ment, the  city  treasurer  is  to  pay  the  amount  and  charge 
it  to  the  city.    It  is  argued  that  it  may  happen  that  there 
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will  be  DO  moneys  in  the  treasnry,  or  the  treftsitrer  may  be 
unable  or  nnwiUing  to  make  the  payment,  bnt  the  plaintiff 
having  a  judgment  against  the  corporation,  may  cause  an 
execution  to  be  levied  upon  its  property.  The  property 
of  the  city  it  is  further  argued,  is  private  property,  which 
the  corporation  holds  by  the  same  title  as  an  individual  or 
a  private  corporation,  and  that  it  is  equally  under  the  pro* 
tection  of  the  constitution.  The  effect  of  the  act,  as  it  is 
urged,  therefore,  is  the  same  as  though  the  property  of  one 
designated  private  citizen  should  be  directed  to  be  seized 
and  appropriated  to  pay  a  local  public  charge.  This  it  ia 
plain  could  not  be  justified  under  the  taxing  power,  as  any 
other  head  of  legislative  authority. 

The  answer  made  to  this  argument  in  the  printed  opinion 
ef  the  superior  court,  is  that  the  method  of  collecting  the 
judgment  by  application  to  the  treasurer,  is  exclusive,  and 
that  property  cannot  be  taken  on  execution  upon  such 
judgments.  This  answer  is  not  entirely  satisfactory  to  my 
mind.  By  permitting  the  party  who  had  sustained  dama- 
ges to  recover  judgment  in  the  ordinary  course  of  justice, 
without  any  provision  qualifying  the  efEect  of  such  judg- 
ment, it  cannot,  I  think,  have  been  intended  to  withhold 
from  him  any  of  the  legal  rights  of  a  judgment  creditor* 
The  most  universal  of  these  rights  is  that  of  levying  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  against  the  property  of  the  debtor 
by  the  usual  process  of  execution.  If  it  were  intended  to 
exclude  that  remedy,  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  a  judgment 
should  be  permitted  to  be  recovered  at  alL  Without  that 
effect  the  judgment  would  be  illusory  in  many  cases,  for 
it  would  rarely  if  ever  happeii  that  there  would  be  funds 
in  the  treasury  adequate  and  applicable  to  the  payment 
ef  such  damages,  where  they  should  be  for  a  considerable 
amount.  My  opinion  is  that  the  judgment  is  of  the  same 
force  and  efficacy  as  any  other  judgment  which  may  be 
rendered  against  the  city,  subject  perhaps  to  the  duty  of 
first  pres^:iting  to  the  treasurer. 
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It  is  plain  enongh  that  it  would  not  be  a  jndicions  ad^ 
ministration  of  the  affairs  of  a  city  to  permit  its  property 
to  be  subjected  to  a  forced  sale  on  execution,  and  hence  it 
Las  become  a  usual  practice  to  add  to  the  sums  included  in 
the  annual  tax  levy  any  amount  for  which  judgments  have 
been  recovered  against  the  corporation,  and  to  authorize 
the  borrowing  of  money,  if  necessary,  in  order  to  pay  such 
judgments-  Instantes  of  such  legislation  occur  in  many 
of  the  recent  statutes.  {Laws  of  1863,  411,  §  6  ;  Laws  of 
1864,  pp.  938,  §  1,  946,  §  5.)  A  municipal  corporation, 
equally  with  a  private  corporation,  may  have  its  property 
taken  in  execution,  if  payment  of  a  judgment  is  not  other* 
wise  made.  I  am  far  from  supposing,  however,  that  such 
estate  real  or  personal,  as  may  by  law  or  by  authorized 
acts  of  the  city  government,  be  devoted  to  public  use,  such 
as  the  public  edifices,  or  their  furniture  or  ornaments,  or 
the  public  parks  or  grounds,  or  such  as  may  be  legally 
pledged  for  the  payment  of  its  debt,  can  be  seized  to  sat* 
isfy  a  judgment.  Such  clearly  cannot  be  the  case,  for  these 
structures  are  public*  property,  devoted  to  specific  public 
uses,  in  the  same  sense  as  similar  subjects  in  the  use  of  the 
state  government.  The  argument  that  I  am  examining 
supposes  that  the  city  may  possess  other  property  held  for 
purposes  of  income  or  for  sale,  and  unconnected  vrith  any 
use  for  the  purposes  of  the  municipal  government.  Such 
property  the  defendant's  counsel  insists,  and  for-  the  pur* 
pose  of  the  argument  I  concede,  is  subject  to  be  levied  on 
and  sold  to  satisfy  a  judgment  rendered  against  the  city 
corporation. 

The  true  answer  to  the  position  that  such  seizure  would 
be  a  violation  of  the  constitutional  protection  of  private 
property  is,  that  it  is  not  private  within  the  sense  of  that 
provision.  *  City  ccNrporations  are  emanations  of  the  supreme 
law  making  power  of  the  state,  and  they  are  established 
for  the  more  convenient  government  of  the  people  within 
their  limits.    In  this  respect,  cocporations  chartered  by  tha 
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crown  of  England,  and  confirmed  at  the  revolution,  stand 
on  the  same  footing  with  similar  corporations  created  bjr 
the  legislature.  Their  boards  of  aldermen  and  council- 
men,  and  other  officers,  are  as  truly  public  officers  as  the 
boards  of  supervisors,  or  the  sheriffs  and  clerks  of  counties, 
and  the  property  intrusted  to  their  care  and  management 
is  as  essentially  public  property  as  that  confided  to  the 
administration  of  similar  official  agencies  in  counties  an<P 
towns.  In  cities^  for  reasons  partly  technical,  and  in  part 
founded  upon  motives  of  convenience,  the  title  is  vested  in 
the  corporate  body.  It  is  not  thereby  shielded  from  the 
control  of  the  legislature  as  the  supreme  law  making  power 
of  the  state.  Let  us  suppose  the  city  to  be  the  owner  of 
a  parcel  of  land  not  adapted  to  any  municipal  use,  but  val* 
uable  only  for  sale  to  private  persons  for  building  purposes, 
or  the  like.  No  one  I  think  can  doubt  but  what  it  would 
be  competent  for  the  legislature  to  direct  it  to  be  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  to  be  devoted  to  some  municipal  or  other 
public  purpose  within  the  city,  as  a  court  house,  a  hospital, 
or  the  like,  and  yet  if  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant is  sound,  it  would  be  the  taking  of  private  property 
for  public  use  without  compensation,  and  the  act  would  be 
void. 

What  has  been  actually  done  respecting  such  city  pro- 
perty in  the  present  case,  if  a  judgment  for  riot  damages 
has  the  effect  which  the  argument  supposes,  and  which  I 
attribute  to  it,  is  to  render  it  liable  to  sale  or  execution, 
to  satisfy  a  liability  of  the  city  arising  under  the  riot  act ; 
and  this  has  been  done  under  the  express  authority  of  the 
legislature.  The  vice  of  the  argument  of  the  defendant  is, 
that  it  assimilates  the  condition  of  the  city,  in  respect  to 
the  property  to  which  it  has  title,  to  that  of  an  individual 
or  a  private  corporation,  and  denies  to  the  legislature  any 
power  over  it  which  it  would  not  possess  over  the  fortunes 
of  a  private  citizen.  I  have  stated  my  views  in  opposition 
to  this  theory  in  rather  a  dogmatic  manner,  but  it  has  not 
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been  done  without  an  examination  of  the  cases  which  we 
have  been  referred  to,  and  such  others  as  have  been  within 
my  reach,  and  as  mach  reflection  as  I  conld  bestow  on  the 
subject.  I  will  state  in  a  very  brief  manner  the  e£fect.of 
these  authorities. 

In  the  case  of  Woodward  agt.  Dartmouth  College  (4  Wheat, 
518),  the  particular  question  was  whether  the  legislature 
of  the  state  of  New  Hampshire  was  warranted  in  passing 
certain  statutes,  altering  in  many  important  particulars, 
the  charter  of  the  corporation  of  Dartmouth  College,  and 
assuming  to  regulate  the  execution  of  its  corporate  fran* 
chises  according  to  its  views  of  public  expediency.  It  was 
claimed  by  the  college  that  this  legislation  was  prohibited 
by  the  provision  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States 
declaring  the  inviolability  of  contracts,  and  the  answer  to 
that  claim  was  that  the  college  was  a  public  institution  of 
the  state  of  New  Hampshire,  and  hence  subject  to  the  con- 
trol of  the  law  making  power  of  that  state.  The  main 
question,  therefore,  was  whether  it  was  a  private  or  public 
corporation.  The  judgment  was  that  although  it  was  in  a 
limited  sense  public,  as  an  artificial  being,  existing  by  vir- 
tue of  the  laws,  and  in  this  respect  partook  of  the  public 
character  which  belongs  to  all  corporations,  yet  when  look- 
ing to  the  power  of  the  state,  it  was  to  be  regarded  as  a 
private  corporation,  such  as  a  bank  or  manufacturing  com- 
pany. 

It  is  not  important  to  point  out  the  manner  in  which  this 
conclusion  was  reached,  as  the  case  is  here  referred  to  only 
with  a  view  to  the  distinction  between  the  two  classes  of 
corporations,  and  the  authority  of  the  legislature  over 
them  respectively.  On  behalf  of  the  state  of  New  Hamp- 
shire, it  was  argued  that  the  prohibitory  provision  of  the 
constitution  should  not  be  understood  to  comprehend  the 
political  relations  between  the  government  and  its  citizens, 
or  offices  held  within  the  state  for  state  purposes,  or  these 
laws  concurring  civil  institutions,  which  it  w^s  said  might 
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change  with  circainstances,  and  be  modified  by  act  of  the 
legislature.  Chief  Justice  Marshall  said,  that  the  general 
correctness  of  these  positions  could  not  be  doubted,  and  he 
added,  *^  that  if  the  act  of  incorporation  be  a  grant  of  po* 
litical  power ;  if  it  create  a  civil  institution  to  be  employed 
in  the  administration  of  the  government ;  or  if  the  fee  of 
the  college  be  public  property ;  or  if  the  state  of  New 
Hampshire,  as  a  government,  be  alone  interested  in  Jts 
transactions,  the  subject  is  one  in  which  the  legislature  of 
the  state  may  act  according  to  its  own  judgment,  unre- 
strained by  any  limitation  of  its  powers  imposed  by  the 
constitution  of  the  United  States."  But  he  held  that 'so 
far  from  this,  the  college  was  a  private  eleemosynary  insti- 
tution,  the  body  corporate  possessing  the  whole  legal  and 
equitable  interest,  and  possessing  civil  rights  which  were 
protected  by  the  constitution.  Mr.  Justice  Washingtoit 
said,  ''  that  there  were  two  kinds  of  corporations  aggre* 
gate,  viz. :  such  as  were  for  public  government,  and  others 
of  a  private  character."  **  The  first,"  he  said,  **  are  those 
.  for  the  government  of  towns,  cities,  or  the  like,  and  being 
for  public  advantage,  are  to  be  governed  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  land."  These,  he  said,  were  mere  creatures  of 
public  institution,  created  exclusively  for  public  advantage. 
It  would  seem  reasonable,  he  proceeds  to  say,  that  such  a 
corporation  may  be  controlled,  and  its  constitution  altered 
and  amended  by  the  government,  in  such  manner  as  the 
public  interest  may  require.  Such  legislative  interference 
cannot  be  said  to  impair  the  contract  by  which  the  corpo- 
ration was  formed,  because  there  is  in  reality  but  one  party 
to  it,  the  trustees  or  governors  of  the  corporation  being 
merely  the  trustees  for  the  public,  the  cestui  que  trust  of 
the  corporation.  {^See  Stotifs  Commentaries  on  the  Con.  §  1, 
387 ;  2  Kenfs  Com.  275.)  The  expression  of  Chancellor 
Kent  here  referred  to,  thut  where  a  municipal  corporation 
is  empowered  to  have  and  hold  private  property,  such  pro* 
perty  is  invested  with  the  security  of  other  private  rightSi 
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is  nnderBtood  to  mean  only  that  it  possesses  such  rights 
against  wrong  doers,  and  not  that  it  is  exempted  from 
legislative  control.  These  trustees  or  governors  have  no 
rights,  interests,  privileges  or  immunities,  which  are  viola- 
ted by  such  interference.  Justice  Stort,  in  the  place  cited, 
expressed  himself  to  a  similar  e£fect,  and  mentioned  towns, 
cities  and  counties,  as  instances  of  public  corporations 
which  were  subject  to  legislative  control.  Similar  citations 
from  adjudged  cases,  and  systematic  works  might  be  added, 
but  it  is  presumed  that  the  principle  will  not  be  questioned. 
The  statutes  of  this  state  furnish  instances  too  numerous 
for  citation  of  the  interference  of  the  legislature  with  the 
corporate  government  of  the  city  of  New  York.  If  the 
charter  like  that  of  Dartmouth  College,  was  private  and 
independent  of  legislative  interposition,  these  acts  would 
be  void  upon  the  principle  of  the  judgment  of  the  case 
cited,  and  the  regulation  of  the  government  would  be  con- 
fined to  the  brief  prescriptions  contained  in  the  chjirters 
of  the  colonial  governors. 

But  it  is  not  fair  to  impute  to  the  defendant's  counsel  a 
position  so  extravagant.  They  rely  upon  a  supposed  dis- 
tinction between  the  rights  and  powers  of  the  corporation 
in  the  execution  of  what  is  conceded  to  be  its  political  and 
municipal  acts,  and  its  title  to,  and  its  rights  and  powers 
over  the  property  within  its  control.  In  respect  to  its 
powers,  the  corporate  body  is  admitted  to  be  the  trustees 
of  the  people,  represented  by  the  supreme  legislative  power 
of  the  state,  but  in  regard  to  its  property  it  is  argued  that 
there  are  no  beneficiaries.  The  property,  it  is  insisted,  is 
private,  and  hence  the  legislature  has  no  legitimate  control 
over  it.  If  this  is  a  sound  position,  the  judgments  which 
are  every  day  rendered  against  the  city  for  neglect  of  its 
corporate  duties  in  respect  to  the  streets  and  public  places, 
and  for  the  nonperforinance  of  its  contracts,  and  for  other 
causes  of  action,  not  only  cannot  be  satisfied  out  of  the 
property  of  the  city,  but  an  act  of  the  legisUture  which 
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Bbould  require  its  sale  and  application  to  the  payment  of 
such  judgments,  would  be  the  taking  of  private  propertj  • 
for  public  use,  without  any  provision  for  compensation,  and 
would  be  illegal  and  void.     The  sinking  fund  which  has 
been  created  by  legislative  authority  to  protect  the  public 
debt  of  the  city  would  be  an  unconstitutional  and  a  void 
creation.      But  in  what  sense  can  this  city  property  be 
said  to  be  private  ?     It  certainly  does  not  belong  to  the 
mayot*,  or  any  or  all  of  the  members  of  the  common  council, 
nor  to  the  common  people  as  individual  property  {Raate- 
velt  agt.  Draper,  23  JV.  Y,  318).     If  one  of  these  function- 
aries should  appropriate  it  or  its  avails  to  his  own  use,  it 
would  be  the  crime  of  embezzlement,  and  if  one  of  the 
people  not  clothed  with  official  station  should  do  the  like 
it  would  be  tlie  offence  of  larceny.     Should  it  be  said  that 
like  all  corporate  property  it  belongs  to  the  ideal  being  the 
corporation,  and  that  its  title  is  beneficial  and  not  fiduciary, 
that  answer  would  not  avoid  the  difficulty.    Indeed  it  would 
not  be  sound.     A  corporation  as  such  has  no  human  wants 
to  be  supplied.     It  cannot  eat  or  drink,  or  wear  clothing, 
or  live  in  houses.     It  is  the  representative  or  trustee  of 
somebody,  or  of  some  aggregation  of  persons.     We  cannot 
conceive  the  idea  of  an  aggregate  corporation  which  does 
not  hold  its  property  and  franchise  for  some  use,  public  or 
private.     The  corporation  of  Dartmouth  College  was  held 
to  be  the  trustees  of  the  donors  or  of  the  youth  needing 
education  and  moral  and  intellectual  training.     The  corpo* 
ration  of  New  York,  in  my  opinion,  is  -the  trustee  of  the 
inhabitants  of  that  city.     The  property,  in  a  general  and 
substantial,  although  not  a  technical  sense,  is  held  in  trust 
for  them.     They  are  the  people  of  this  state — ^inhabiting 
that  particular  subdivision  of  its  territory — a  fluctuating 
class,  constantly  passing  out  of  the  scope  of  the  trust  by 
removal  and  death,  and  as  constantly  renewed  by  fresh 
accretions  of  population.     It  was  granted  for  their  use  and 
is  held  for  their  benefit.     The  powers  of  local  government 


NUW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.       867 

Barliogton  agt.  The  Mayor,  Ao.,  of  New  Tork. 

committed  to  the  corporation  are  precisely  of  the  tfame 
character.  They  were  granted,  and  have  been  confirmed 
and  regulated  for  the  good  government  of  the  same  public, 
to  preserve  order  and  obedience  to  law,  and  to  ameliorate 
and  improve  their  condition,  and  subserve  their  convenience 
as  a  community. 

There  are  a  few  cases  which  countenance  to  a  certain 
extent  the  views  of  the  defendants'  counsel,  which  will  be 
briefly  noticed.  In  Bailey  agt.  The  Mayor,  Sfc,  of  the  city  of 
Jfew  York  (3  HUl,  531),  an  action  was  brought  to  recover 
damages  against  the  city  for  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff's 
land  in  Westchester  county,  occasioned  by  the  breaking 
away  of  a  dam  across  the  Croton  river,  which  had  been 
erected  by  certain  officers  called  the  water  commissioners, 
under  whose  directions  the  great  work  of  introducing  pure 
and  wholesome  water  into  the  city  had  been  conducted* 
The  allegation  was  that  the  dam  had  been  unskillfully  built. 
The  legal  question  was  whether  the  city  was  so  connected 
ivith  the  work  as  to  be  liable  for  the  wrong.  The  commis- 
sioners were  appointed  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  to 
report  a  plan  of  the  work.  This  was  to  be  submitted  to 
the  common  council,  and  to  be  subjected  to  the  vote  of  the 
electors  of  the  city  for  their  approval  or  rejection.  It  was 
approved,  and  the  enterprise  which  included  the  building 
of  this  dam,  was  then  carried  on  by  the  legislative  com- 
missioners pursuant  to  the  acts,  under  the  direction  of  the 
common  council.  At  the  circuit  the  judge  held  that  the 
action  could  not  be  sustained  against  the  city,  and  non- 
Buited  the  plaintiff.  The  supreme  court  set  aside  the  non- 
suit, and  the  opinion  of  the  court  prepared  by  Chief  Justice 
Nelson,  contains  the  doctrine  on  which  the  defendants 
rely.  The  learned  chief  justice  stated  the  question  to  be 
in  effect,  whether  the  powers  brought  into  exercise  in  con- 
structing the  work,  were  conferred  for  public  purposes 
exclusively,  in  which  case,  he  said,  they  would  belong  to 
the  corporate  body  in  its  public,  politicial  or  municipal 
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character,  or  whether,  on  the  other  hand,  those  powers 
were  conferred  for  purposes  of  private  advantage  or  emol- 
ument. If  the  former  were  the  true  theory,  he  considered 
that  the  defendants  were  not  responsible,  but  that  in  the 
latter  case  they  would  be,  and  he  held  that  the  defendants 
were  to  be  regarded  in  respect  to  this  work  as  a  private 
company,  like  a  bank  or  railroad  corporation,  and  conse- 
quently that  the  corporation  was  liable  for  the  negligence 
of  the  water  commissioners.  He  conceded  that  there  was 
in  the  enterprise  a  blending  of  public  and  private  objects, 
which  created  some  difficulty  in  the  mind,  but  said  that 
upon  the  whole  the  distinction  was  quite  clear  and  well 
defined,  and  the  power  of  separation  practicable.  He 
referred  to  a  number  of  cases,  commencing  with  Dartnumik 
College  agt.  Woodward,  and  including  Moodamay  agt.  Uu 
East  India  Company  (1  Broum  Ch.  Rep.  469),  which  last  case 
he  stated  very  much  at  large  as  defining  the  distinction 
very  clearly,  and  being  quite  decisive  upon  the  question. 
It  was  an  action  upon  a  lease,  which  the  defendants  had 
given  to  the  plaintiff,  permitting  him  to  supply  the  inhabi- 
tants of  Madras  with  tobacco  for  ten  years,  which  it  was 
alleged  the  defendants  had  illegally  revoked,  and  had 
granted  the  privilege  to  another.  The  bill  was  for  a  dis- 
covery, but  the  general  question  was  whether  an  action 
would  lie  agaipst  the  company  for  such  a  cause,  the  de- 
fendants contending  that  the  acts  complained  of  were  done 
in  the  exercise  of  their  functions  ap  a  sovereign  power. 
The  master  of  the  rolls  admitted  that  a  suit  could  not  be 
sustained  in  that  court  against  a  sovereign  power,  but  held 
that  the  principle  did  not  apply  to  the  case.  He  said  that  as 
a  private  company,  the  defendants  had  entered  into  a  pri^ 
vate  contract,  on  which  they  must  be  liable.  If  the  chief 
justice  had  adverted  to  the  well  known  character  of  the 
East  India  Company,  he  would  have  seen  that  the  case  was 
quite  inapplicable.  It  is  a  stock  corporaticm,  created  for 
the  purpose  of  trading  with  the  native  inhabitants  of  India, 
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making  regular  dividends  on  the  stock,'  and  managing  its 
pecuniary  affairs  through  a  board  of  directors  sitting  in 
London.  In  process  of  time,  and  probably  at  the  period 
of  this  decision,  it  had  acquired  or  been  permitted  to 
exercise,  vast  powers  of  government,  which  powers  have 
since  been  transferred  to  a  board  of  control  appointed  by 
the  crown.  As  a  trading  company,  it  was  and  is  a  private 
corporation,  conducted  for  tbe  purpose  of  individual  emol- 
ument, and  is  no  doubt,  liable  on  its  contracts  with  indi- 
viduals in  the  same  manner  as  natural  persons  or  private 
corporations.  The  lease  was  a  contract  for  trading  with 
the  natives,  which  the  company  had  violated,  and  it  had 
thus  subjected  itself  to  damages  as  a  private  company. 
The  other  cases  referred  to  in  the  opinion  of  the  supreme 
court,  have  not  any  direct  bearing  upon  the  question  under 
consideration.  If  this  case  of  Bailey  agt.  17^  Mayor^  had 
rested  where  it  was  left  by  the  supreme  court,  though  I 
should  be  obliged  to  acknowledge  my  inability  to  appreci* 
ate  the  distinction  suggested  between  the  public  and  pri* 
vate  functions  of  the  city  government,  the  judgment  would 
have  been  entitled  to  a  certain  weight  as  authority.  But 
a  new  trial  took  place  pursuant  to  a  judgment  of  the 
supreme  court,  when  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  very  large 
verdict,  and  the  case  was  presented  to  the  court  for  the 
correction  of  errors,  whose  judgment  of  afEtrmance  is 
reported  in  2  Denioy  433.  The  chancellor  and  three  sena* 
tors  delivered  written  opinions  in  favor  of  affirmance,  and 
the  president  of  the  senate  an  opinion  for  reversal.  None 
of  the  opinions  even  allude  to  the  ground  taken  in  the 
opinion  of  the  supreme  court.  It  was  considered  by  all 
the  members  who  delivered  opinions  for  affirmance  that 
public  corporations  were  responsible  on  account  of  their 
l^al  personality,  and  their  capacity  for  suing  and  being 
sued  for  the  negligent  acts  of  their  agents  and  servants  in 
the  execution  of  their  duties ;  and  the  main  question  which 
was  much  discussed,  was  whether  the  relation  of  principal 
Vol.  XXVIII.  34 
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and  agent  existed  between  the  corporation  and  the  eogi* 
iieers  and  others  who  constructed  the  dam,  seeing  that  the 
water  commissioners  were  appointed  by  the  legislature. 
The  chancellor  was  unable  to  make  out  that  relation,  and 
placed  his  opinion  for  affirmance  on  the  ground  that  every 
owner  of  land  who  allows  others  to  erect  nuisances  thereon, 
or  suffers  his  premises  to  be  in  such  a  situation  as  to  pro- 
duce injury  to  others,  is  answerable  for  such  injury ;  and 
as  the  city  corporation  were  the  owners  of  the  land  on 
which  the  dam  was  erected,  he  held  they  were  liable  upon 
that  principle.  Senator  Hand  considered  the  state  as  con- 
duqting  the  enterprise  through  the  corporation,  and  said 
that  a  sovereign  power,  though  it  cannot  be  sued,  yet  if  it 
become  a  member  of  a  corporation,  lays  aside  its  sover- 
eignty  as  to  that  transaction  or  character.  Senators  Boksk 
and  Barlow  considered  that  the  corporation,  by  their 
acceptance  of  the  act  of  legislature,  constituted  the  water 
commissioners  their  agent  by  adoption.  The  liability  of 
the  defendants  being  established  by  the  court  of  ultimate 
review  on  an  entirely  different  theory  from  that  which 
affirmed  the  enterprise  of  conveying  water  into  the  city  to 
be  private  work  as  distinguished  from  an  act  of  municipal 
government,  the  doctrine  of  the  opinion  of  the  supreme 
court  was  substantially  repudiated,  and  cannot  therefore 
be  considered  as  a  precedent.  It  is  but  the  opinion  of  the 
eminent  chief  justice  and  his  learned  associates,  and  does 
not,  like  a  final  adjudication  upon  the  cause  of  action,  settle 
any  principle  of  law. 

The  case  of  Britton  agt  The  Mayor ^  t^c.  (21  How.  Pr.  K 
251),  was  decided  in  the  former  supreme  court  in  1843, 
while  the  late  Nicholas  Hill  was  the  reporter,  but  it  was 
not  published  in  his  reports.  After  being  often  referred  to 
in  manuscript,  to  prove  the  private  character  of  the  pro- 
perty  held  by  the  corporation,  it  was  finally  printed  in 
VowarcPs  Practice  Reports,  fifteen  years  afterwards.  It  was 
an  action  brought  on  a  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and 
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common  council,  by  which  the  former  was  to  clean  the 
fitreete  in  the  city  for  a  consideration  agreed  on.  It  was 
decided  against  the  plaintiff  on  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint, 
on  the  ground  that  by  the  legal  arrangement  of  the  duties 
of  the  several  branches  of  the  city  government,  the  work 
in  question  could  not  be  made  the  subject  of  a  contract,  as 
fiuch  a  method  of  proceeding  would  control  or  embarrass 
-what  is  styled  the  legislative  power  of  the  common  council. 
The  soundness  of  that  decision  is  not  now  in  question,  but 
in  arriving  at  the  determination,  the  chief  justice  took 
occasion  to  assert  that  many  of  the  powers  and  privileges 
vested  in  th^  corporation  were  held  by  it  as  a  private  cor- 
poration, and  that  it  held  a  mass  of  private  rights  and 
interests  in  property  real  and  personal,  in  the  same  way 
that  similar  property  was  held  by  private  persons,  and  the 
case  of  Bailey  agt.  TU  Mayor,  fyc,  was  referred  to  as  autho- 
rity, that  case  hot  being  then  passed  upon  by  the  court  of 
errors.  So  far  as  it  was  intended  to  assert  that  the  man- 
agement of,  add  bargaining  respecting  specific  property 
owned  by  a  municipal  corporation,  was  substantially  of 
the  same  character  as  that  used  by  private  persons  and 
corporations  in  their  transactions  concerning  similar  pro- 
perty, the  remarks  were  eminently  just,  and  the  assertion 
of  that  position  was  all  which  was  essential  to  the  argu- 
ment of  the  opinion.  That  argument  was,  that  the  duty 
to  provide  for  cleaning  the  streets  was  legislative  in  its 
character,  and  not  properly  the  subject  of  contracjt  stipu- 
lations, like  arrangements  which  are  made  in  the  manage- 
ment of  specific  property  owned  by  the  city.  There  was 
nothing  in  this  case  which  called  for  a  determination  as  to 
the  character  of  the  ownership  of  such  property,  in  respect 
to  the  distinction  of  public  or  private,  or  the  power  of  the 
legislature  respecting  it.  If  any  of  the  expressions  of  the 
chief  justice  can  have  the  construction  that  such  property 
owned  by  a  municipal  corporation  is  held,  in  all  respects 
and  in  every  aspect  in  which  it  may  be  viewed,  or  iu 
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regard  to  the  legislative  authority  over  it,  precisely  like 
that  held  by  private  corporations  or  individuals,  the  lan- 
guage is  unguarded  and  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  case  of  Bem<m  agt.  The  Mayor,. ^c.  (10  Barb.  223), 
is  a  special  term  decision  of  the  late  Judge  Barculo,  deny- 
ing the  plaintiff's  application  for  an  injunction  restraining 
the  corporation  of  New  York  from  granting  certain  ferry 
franchises  between  the  city  and  Long  Island.  The  plain- 
tiff claimed  to  have  grants  from  certain  commissioners 
appointed  under  an  act  of  the  legislature,  passed  in  1845, 
«nd  who  were  thereby  authorized  to  grant  ferry  licences 
between  the  city  and  Long  Island,  but  they  were  not  to 
grant  a  license  for  any  ferry  or  ferries  which  should  inter- 
fere with  the  rights,  franchises  or  privileges  of  the  mayor, 
aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York,  in  and 
to  any  ferries  already  established,  &c.  The  injunction  was 
denied,  on  the  ground  that  the  grant  which  the  commis- 
sioners had  made  to  the  plaintiff  did  interferere  with  the 
ferries  already  established  by  the  corporation,  and  which 
were  hence  regarded  as  in  excess  of  the  powers  of  the 
commissioners,  and  in  violation  of  the  statute.  This  de- 
cision of  course  does  not  touch  any  question  before  us,  but 
the  learned  judge  prepared  a  long  and  able  argument  to 
show  that  the  corporation  held  rights  in  the  subject  of 
ferries,  which  the  legislature  could  not  control.  It  is  not 
worth  while  to  examine  at  length  the  positions  of  an 
opinion  wholly  aside  from  the  point  decided.  Many  of  the 
positions  are  incontrovertible,  such  as  the  rights  of  grantees 
of  the  corporation  of  existing  ferries  upon  the  footing  of 
contracts,  protected  by  constitutional  provisions.  So  far 
as  the  opinion  argues  that  the  legislature  cannot  interfere, 
with  the  power  conferred  by  the  charter  on  the  corporation, 
in  regard  to  ungranted  ferries,  I  should  not  be  able  to  con- 
cur in  all  that  is  said.  Indeed,  the  judge  refrains  from 
pronouncing  definitely  upon  that  branch  of  the  subject. 
In  the  case  of  The  People  agt.  Howes  (37  Barb.  440),  a 
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motion  was  made  in  the  supreme  court  for  a  mandamus 
against  the  comptroller  of  the  city,  to  compel  him  to  pay 
the  relator  a  large  sum  of  money  which  had  been  awarded 
by  arbitrators  appointed  pursuant  to  an  act  of  the  legisla* 
tore,  to  determine  what,  if  anything,  they  were  entitled  to 
receive  from  the  city,  for  the  breach  of  an  alleged  contract 
for  the  building  of  certain  gate  houses  in  the  new  reservoir 
of  the  Croton  water  works.  The  corporation  had  denied 
the  legal  existence  of  the  conU*act,  and  refosed  to  consum* 
mate  it  or  to  allow  the  relators  to  do  the  work,  and  the 
legislature  thereupon  passed  the  act  in  question,  providing 
for  an  arbitration.  The  mayor  joined  in  appointing  arbi- 
trators, but  counsel  for  the  city  did  not  appear  at  the  trial, 
upon  which  the  award  was  made  against  the  city  upon  an 
ex  parte  hearing.  The  special  term  denied  the  motion  for 
a  mandamus,  on  the  single  ground  that  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  comptroller  had  any  money  of  the  city  in  his  hands 
applicable  to  that  object,  out  of  which  the  award  could  be 
paid.  On  appeal  to  the  general  term,  the  order  was' 
affirmed.  One  ground  of  the  affirmance,  according  to  the 
opinions,  was  that  if  the  relators  had  a  demand  against  the 
city,  there  was  a  remedy  by  action,  and  that  where  such 
a  remedy  exists  a  mandamus  will  not  lie.  But  the  court, 
moreover,  denied  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  pass  a 
law  obliging  the  city  to  submit  to  an  arbitration  in  such  a 
case.  That  position  was  based  upon  the  constitutional 
provision  protecting  private  property,  relied  on  by  the  de- 
fendant in  the  present  case.  If  the  transaction  were 
between  private  persons,  I  doubt  not  but  that  this  provi- 
sion and  the  one  preserving  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  would 
have  been  fatal  to  the  case.  So  if  the  corporation  of  the 
city  had  been  a  private  corporation.  But  being  public, 
and  its  charter  and  corporate  franchises  being  subject  to 
legislative  control,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  legislature  had 
a  right  of  its  own  authority  to  create  a  board  for  the  adjust- 
ment of  the  claim  without  the  consent  of  the  city.    It 
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may  be  that  they  could  not  compel  private  parties  inter- 
ested to  submit  to  such  a  tribunal,  for  they  had  a  legal 
right  to  prosecute  the  city  in  a  regular  action,  but  the 
legislature  had  full  control  over  the  city.- 

The  subjects  of  the  several  actions  in  the  cases  I  have 
been  examining,  were  as  clearly  matters  of  municipal  gov- 
ernment as  any  which  could  be  presented.  Nothing  could 
in  the  nature  of  things  partake  less  of  a  private  character 
than  the  supplying  of  water  to,  and  the  cleaning  of  the 
streets  of  a  town  containing  nearly  a  million  of  inhabitants. 
If  these  are  not  public  subjects  and  under  the  control  of 
the  legislature,  the  city  is  not  subordinate  to  the  supreme 
legislative  power  on  any  conceivable  subject.  It'  is  an 
imperium  in  imperio. 

Another  case  decided  in  a  sister  state,  containing  doc- 
trines hostile  to  the  views  I  have  stated,  may  be  mentioned 
{Atkins  agt.  The  Taum  of  Randolph,  31  Verm.  226).  The 
legislature  of  Yermont,  in  a  section  of  an  act  to  suppress 
intemperance^  had  enacted  that  a  county  commissioner 
should  be  elected,  and  that  he  might  appoint  an  agent  for 
each  town,  to  purchase  liquors  on  its  account,  to  be  kept 
by  the  agent  for  sale  for  medicinal  purposes,  and  all  other 
selling  of  liquors  were  prohibited.  One  Mann,  was  ap- 
pointed the  agent  for  the  town  of  Randolph,  and  in  that 
character  purchased  liquors  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  credit 
of  the  town,  but  had  betrayed  his  trust,  in  not  paying  over 
the. proceeds  of  the  sales  made  by  him«  The  action  was 
brought  to  recover  against  the  town  the  price  of  the  liquors 
HO  purchased^  The  court  held  the  law  unconstitutional,  as 
a  violation  of  the  provision  protecting  private  property, 
contained  in  the  bill  of  rights,  which  was  a  part  of  the 
constitution,  and  was  in  similar  terms  with  the  provision 
of  the  constitution  of  this  state  so  often  mentioned.  The 
opinion  of  course  denies  the  right  of  the  state  legislature 
to  make  public  regulations  binding  on  the  town  without 
the  consent  of  the  inhabitants,  which' involve  an  obligation 
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to  pay  money.  It  is  opposed  to  the  right  invariably  con- 
ceded here  to  make  such  regulations,  and  stands  upon  no 
principle.  Its  fallacy*  was  exposed  in  an  able  dissenting 
opinion  of  one  of  the  judges,  which  states  the  law  upon 
the  subject  as  I  have  endeavored  to  explain  it  (see  The 
People  agt.  Morris  13  Wend.  325). 

The  foregoing  are  the  principal  cases  bearing  with  any 
degree  of^directness  upon  the  point  whether  specific  pro- 
perty held  by  municipal  corporations  is  subject  to  the  law 
making  power  vested  in  the  legislature,  or  whether  it  is 
protected  against  legislative  action  by^the  constitutional 
provision  referred  to.  They  have  not  in  any  respect  shaken 
the  opinion  which  I  have  above  expressed.  It  is  unneces- 
sary to  say  whether  the  legislative  jurisdiction  would 
extend  to  directing  the  city  property  to  other  public  uses 
than  such  as  concern  the  city  or  its  inhabitants ;  for  this 
act,  if  the  effect  suggested  is  attributed  to  the  judgment 
for  riot  damages,  devotes  the  property  which  may  be  seized 
on  execution  to  legitimate  city  purposes,  namely,  to  reim- 
bursing those  who  have  suffered  damages  on  account  of 
the  inefficiency  of  the  city  authorities  to  protect  private 
property  from  the  aggressions  of  a  mob. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  appealed  from  should  be 
affirmed,  on  the  ground  that  the  means  provided  by  the 
statute  to  raise  money  to  pay  for  the  damages  in  question 
were  not  hostile  to  any  provision  of  the  constitution. 

All  the  judges  concurred,  except  Da  vies,  J.,  who  though 
for  affirmance,  dissented  from  some  of  the  views  of  the 
chief  judge,  in  respect  to  the  corporate  property,  and 
Ingraham,  J.,  who  delivered  an  opinion  for  reversal* 
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Where  the  statute  proridef  for  doAU  ceits,  it  li  vniweeiMiTy  for  ••  appellate 
oonrt  to  mentioa  them  ia  their  deeition;  and  it  ii  the  duij  of  the  elerk  to  tas 
them  in  the  judgment.  ^ 

The  death  of  a  party  in  an  aetien  oannot  diange  the  rights  ot  the  other  partiM; 
it  merely  ohanges  the  title  of  the  aetion,  and  a  reTi?al  in  lh.Tor  of  the  repreeant- 
atires  is  permitted  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  interests  of  the  estate  of 
the  deoeased. 

Where  the  defendant  died  in  Fcfbraary,  and  the  aetion  was  revtred  in  Mareh  fol- 
lowing, the  tenn  /ses  in  the  oonrt  of  appeals  for  the  Maroh  and  June  tenss  wera 
properly  tasahle,  as  one  notice  for  the  year  in  that  eout  is  sofikeient. 

Qeneral  Term,  February,  1865. 

Motion  for  a  readjwtment  of  costs.  ^ 

By  the  court,  MoCunm,  J«  In  actions  where  the  statute 
provides  for  double  costs,  it  is  unnecessary  that  additional 
costs  should  be  mentioned  by  the  appellate  conrt*  '  It 
leaves  no  discretionary  power,  Jb^nt  provides  absolutely  for 
the  amount  of  costs  to  be  taxed  (3  It.  S.  p.  908),  and  it 
remains  only  for  the  clerk  to  adjust  the  same,  and  include 
them  in  the  judgment.  And  where  the  clerk  refuses  or 
neglects  so  to  tax  the  costs,  it  becomes  the  positive  duty 
of  the  cohort  to  compel  him.  The  case  of  Smith  agt.  Knap, 
cited  by  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  motion,  does  not  estab- 
lish a  contrary  rule.  In  that  case  the  order  of  the  court 
of  appeals  taxii^  the  costs,  was  simjdy  declaratory  of  the 
statute,  and  nothing  more.  The  death  of  a  party  to  an 
action,  cannot,  by  any  possibility,  change  the  rights  of  the 
other  parties ;  it  merely  changes  the  title  of  the  action, 
and  a  revival  in  favor  of  the  representatives  is  permitted 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  interests  of  the  estate 
of  the  deceased.  And  the  court  should  render  all  its  aid 
not  only  in  the  preservation  of  such  rights,  but  in  the  pro- 
tection of  such  an  estate.    Some  objections  are  raised  to 
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tha  term  fees  for  March  and  Jane,  because  Mr.  Willett  died 
in  February,  and  the  action  was  revived  in  March.  Cases 
in  the  court  of  appeals  are  only  noticed  once  a  year,  and 
if  bis  death  had  not  occurred,  no  irregularity  could  have 
been  complained  of.  The  cause  had  been  regularly  noticed 
for  the  year,  and  no  delay  or  injury  resulted  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  I  can  find  no  reason  why  the  term  fees  for  March  and 
June  should  not  be  allowed. 

Motion  for  reacyustment  denied,  with  $10  costs. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS, 

Hugh  Smith  and  John  Eerr  agt.  The  New  York  Consoli- 
dated Stage  Co.,  Augustus  Schell,  and  others. 

▲  rtcHttr  appointed  bgr  the  eonrt  in  mi  motion,  eaa  apply  to  the  eoart  9X  jiorlefor 
insttnetiona  'respecting  the  management  of  the  eetate  oonflded  to  his  oare ;  bat 
the  better  coarse  ts  to  give  notice  to  those  interested  in  the  estate. 

On  aoeh  an  application  there  seems  to  be  no  valid  olgeotion  that  the  attorney  for 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  action,  appears  as  attorney  and  oonnsel  for  the  rtenUfer 
having  charge  of  the  defendant's  estate.  It  is  only  when  the  receiver  is  acting 
adversely  to  one  of  the  parties,  that  it  has  ever  been  supposed  there  was  any 
impropriety  in  employing  the  coansel  of  the  other. 

It  Li  no  objection  to  the  court  giving  instructions  to  the  receiver,  that  another 
action  is  pending  in  another  eourtf  wherein  the  same  receiver  is  appointed,  if 
the  appointment  in  the  latter  ooort  is  in  fact  eubeequent  to  the  appointment  in 
the  former  court)  and  especially  where  the  action  in  thelattar  Is  considered 
merely  a  colorable  proceeding. 

fThe  right  of  the  court  to  authorise  a  receiver  to  continue  the  badness  of  the  estate 
and  property  with  which  he  is  intrusted,  is  indubitable.  But  where  it  appears 
upon  the  application  of  the  receiver  for  instructions,  that  the  moneys  arising 
Arom  the  prosecution  of  the  business  are  insufficient  to  defray  the  current  ex- 
penses, and  that  there  are  no  other  means  to  do  so,  the  receiver  will  be  directed 
to  sell,  and  the  court  ean  vest  him  with  discretionary  power  to  sell  all  or  any 
part  of  the  property  as  he  may  think  best,  and  either  at  public  or  private  sale, 
as  he  deems  most  advisable ;  but  all  sales  to  be  made  on  oondition  of  being  sub- 
jeet  to  the  approval  of  the  eonrt. 

Special  Term,  February ,  1865. 

Application  by  a  receiver  for  instnictions  in  regard  to 
the  management  of  the  estate  intrusted  to  him. 


S78       NEW  YORK  PRACTICB  RIPORTS. 

8Mith  agt.  New  York  Coiuolid*t«l  SUge  Co. 

Cardozo,  J.  This  is  a  very  simple  matter.  The  appli^ 
cation  is  the  ordinary  one  of'  a  receiver  appointed  by  the 
court,  petitioning  for  instrnctions  respecting  the  manage* 
ment  of  the  estate  confided  to  his  care.  It  might  have 
been  made  and  granted  ex  partem  although  of  course  the 
wiser  plan  waa  to  give  notice  (and  undoubtedly  the  court 
would  ordinarily  require  that  to  be  done)  to  those  interested 
in  the  estate.  Whether,  however,  objections  which  may 
be  termed  of  a  technical  character,  should  be  entertained, 
may  be  a  question,  but  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  consider 
it.  Nor  will  it  be  requisite  to  examine  whether,  in  any 
case,  there  would  be  any,  and  if  so,  what  force  in  the 
objection  raised  that  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the 
suit  appears  as  attorney  and  counsel  for  the  receiver. 
Whether  any  general  practice  ever  existed,  prohibiting 
such  an  appearance,  or  if  there  did,  whether  it  ought  not 
to  be  deemed  obsolete,  since  it  is  certain  that  for  very 
many  years  it  has  been  disregarded  almost  daily,  and  thus 
seems  to  have  met  with  the  condemnation  of  the  profession 
*-^and  who  could  avail  themselves  of  the  objection,  if  it  be 
one — are  also  questions  which  need  not  be  determined,  be- 
cause it  never  was  pretended  that  the  rule  applied  to  a 
proceeding  like  the  present.  It  was  only  when  the  receiver 
was  acting  adversely  to  one  of  the  parties,  that  it  has  ever 
been  supposed  there  was  any  impropriety  in  employing  the 
counsel  of  the  other.     That  is  not  the  case  here. 

It  was  also  urged  that  this  court  should  not  give  any 
directions  to  the  receiver,  but  should  leave  it  to  the  supreme 
court  to  instruct  him.  If  it  were  necessary,  I  think  I 
should  have  very  little  difficulty  in  reaching  the  conclusion 
that  the  suit  of  Siney  against  these  defendants  in  the  su- 
preme conrt,  in  which  Mr.  Murphy  has  also  been  appointed 
receiver,  was  a  colorable  proceeding,  not  taken  with  a  view 
to  obtain  the  relief  demanded,  but  with  the  design  to  ena- 
ble the  defendants  to  escape  the  consequences  of  a  decision 
which  had  been  announced  in  this  case.     Indeed,  Mr.  Siney 
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almost  tells  us  so  in  his  afSdayit.  But  there  is  really  no 
ground  for  thi»  objection  of  the  defendants.  The  order 
appointing  Mr.  Murphy  receiver  in  the  suit  in  this  court, 
was  properly  made  to  relate  back  to  the  time  when  the 
decision  that  a  receiver  should  be  appointed  was  announced, 
and  is  prior  to  the  appointment  made  by  the  supreme  court 
{see  Denting  agt.  A".  F.  Marble  Co.  12  Ahh.  Pr.  Rep.  p,  66). 
The  case  then  presented  for  my  consideration  is  simply 
this  :  The  receiver,  who  by  the  order  was  to  take  possess* 
ion  and  hold  the  assigned  property,  and  the  proceeds 
arising  from  conducting  the  business  of  the  company,  finds 
that  the  business  is  so  unprofitable  that  it  will  not  yield 
enough  to  bear  its  current  expenses,  and  that  the  receiver- 
ship has  no  other  means  to  defray  those  expenses,  and  that 
the  property  which  he  was  directed  to  hold  is  subject  to 
liens  to  a  large  amount,  which  are  becoming  urgent.  The 
receiver  took  the  property  subject  to  whatever  liens  were 
upon  it,  and  those  liens  should  be  paid.  {In  rt  Korth 
American  Qutta  Percha  Co,  17  How.  Pr,  Rep.  p.  553 ;  and 
9  Abb.  Pr.  Rep.  p.  70 ;  Rich  agt.  Loutrel,  9  Alib.  Pr.  Rep.  p. 
856.) 

The  petition  shows  that  except  by  sale,  the  receiver  can* 
not  discharge  the  liens ;  that  he  has  no  means  of  the  com* 
pany  either  for  that  purpose  or  to  continue  its  business* 
One  of  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  complained  of  the 
receiver  f6r  carrying  on  the  business;  denied  that  the 
receiver  had  been  authorized  to  do  so,  and  more  than  hinted 
a  doubt  whether  the  court  had  the  power  to  confer  such 
an  authority.  This  complaint  sounds  singular  when  it  pro* 
oeeds  from  the  counsel  of  those  who  attempted  to  transfer 
the  property  of  the  company  to  an  assignee,  and  when  that 
assignee  had  conducted  the  business  for  a  considerable  time. 
The  right  of  the  court  to  authorize  the  receiver  to  continue 
the  business,  is  however,  indubitable,  and  the  cases  are 
numerous  in  which  the  power  has  been  exercised  both  by 
the  late  court  of  chancery  and  by  the  tribunals  possessing 
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equity  jurisdiction,  since  the  abolition  of  that  court  {See 
Marten  agt;  Van  ScAaick,  4  Paige^  479 ;  Crarie  agt.  Ford^ 
Hopk,  114;  Jackion  agt.  De  Forest^  14  How.  Pr.  Rep.  81; 
Dayton  agt  Wilkes,  17  Haw.  Pr.  itcp.  610 ;  Clarkd^.  Brooks, 
decided  by  Jtidge  B&ady  in  this  court*) 

I  shall  not  stop  to  inquire  whether  the  receiver  has  been 
BO  authorised  in  this  case,  because  if  he  has  been,  it  is 
clear  on  the  papers  before  me  that  the  concern  cannot,  and 
if  he  has  not  been,  ought  not  to  be  kept  going  by  him.  It 
cannot  be  because  there  is  a  lack  of  means,  and  it  ought 
not  to  be  because  it  is  apparent  that  it  is  a  losing  business. 

It  appears  among  other  things,  and  is  uncontradicted, 
that  the  moneys  arising  from  the  prosecution  of  the  boai* 
ness  are  insufficient  to  defray  the  current  expenses,  and 
that  there  are  no  other  means  of  the  company  to  do  so ; 
that  the  United  States  authorities  threaten  to  distrain  for 
Don*payment  of  revenue  tax,  and  that  the  landlord  of  the 
■tables  threatens  to  dispossess  for  back  >ent.  It  is  very 
easy  to  say,  as  was  suggested  on  the  argument,  let  the 
receiver  get  another  stable,  or  make  terms  to  hire  the  same 
premises  from  the  date  of  his  appointment.  Even  if  these 
things  were  practicable,  only  one  difficulty  would  be  re- 
moved, and  moreover,  it  does  not  appear  how  the  receiver 
is  to  pay  the  rent  either  of  other  or  the  same  premises  from 
the  date  of  his  appointment,  or  any  other  time.  But  the 
landlord  of  the  present  premises  may  decline  renting,  and 
it  may  not  be,  probably  is  not,  and  at  all  events,  without 
proof,  it  ought  not  to  be  assumed  that  it  is  always  feasi* 
ble  to  obtain  premises  suitable  for  stabling  so  many  horses 
and  vehicles.  Bven  if  it  were  proper  for  the  receiver,  or 
for  the  court  to  permit  him  to  do  so,  to  endeavor  to  hire 
the  present  stables  without  the  means  or  the  prospect  of 
means  to  pay  the  rent,  it  is  not  too  much  to  assume  that 
the  landlord,  under  the  'circumstances  disclosed  in  this 
petition,  would  decline  to  let  them.  Whether  the  landlord 
can  or  not  avail  himself  of  the  statutory  remedy  of  sum* 
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mary  proceedings  as  against  the  receiver,  it  would  be  mon* 
strous  to  say  to  him  *'  you  shall,  whether  willing  or  not, ' 
make  terms  with  the  receiver  to  allow  him  to  remain  in 
possession  of  your  property,  though  the  rent  is  largely  in 
arrear,  and  there  is  not  the  slighest  possibility  that  he  will 
be  able  to  realize  enough  from  the  business  to  pay  you.'' 

None  of  the  allegations  of  the  receiver  were  denied,  and 
I  must  frankly  say,  from  what  has  transpired  before  me  on 
the  various  motions  in  this  case,  I  do  not  see  how  they 
could  be.  But  it  was  suggested  that  possibly  the  company 
would  pay  the  demands.  It  was  not  suggested  that  possi^ 
bly  the  company  would  furnish  the  money  to  continue  mn- 
ning  the  line,  but  had  it  been,  the  answers  would  be  the 
same  as  to^the  suggestion  just  previously  mentioned.  If 
any  of  the  stockholders  designed  to  furnish  the  means  either 
to  run  the  line  or  to  discharge  pressing  liabilities,  it  would 
have  been  very  easy  to  have  said  so,  and  not  leave  it  to  be 
intimated  by  way  of  argument.  That  they  have  not  done 
80  is  very  strong  proof  that  they  did  not  and  do  not  intend 
to  do  any  such  thing.  The  suggestion  that  possibly  the 
company  might  furnish  the  means  requires  but  a  single 
remark.  The  assignment  by  the  company  to  Mr.  Schell, 
purported  to  convey  everything  it  had,  and  all  that  was 
attempted  to  be  assigned  has  been  ordered  to  be  transferred 
to  the  receiver.  After  having  parted  with  everything,  it 
is  difficult  to  imagine  where  the  company  will  find  the 
means  to  carry  out  the  suggestions  of  the  counsel.  The 
receiver  finding  things  in  this  plight,  asks  the  court  what 
he  shall  do.  The  answer  is  inevitable,  **  you  must  sell.'' 
One  of  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  while  not  objecting 
to  a  sale,  argued  that  I  should  order  a  reference  to  ascer- 
tain what  should  be  sold. 

I  do  not  see  that  anything  except  to  create  additional 
charges  on  the  fund,  is  to  be  attained  by  that  course.  How 
much  the  property  will  produce,  and,  therefore,  supposing 
that  it  were  unnecessary  to  sell  all,  how  much  would  have 
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to  be  sold  to  pay  liens,  and  whether  the  property  would 
realize  more  if  sold  together  than  if  sold  in  pareels,  and 
the  most  discreet  method  of  making  the  sale,  must  all 
necessarily  be  matters  of  opinion  and  speculation,  on  which 
judgments  would  be  as  diverse  as  there  were  witnesses 
examined.  I  think  it  quite  as  well  to  trust  the  judgment 
of  the  present  receiver  as  that  of  a  referee,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  wiser  course  is  to  vest,  as  I  shall,  a  discretionary 
power  in  the  receiver  to  sell  all  or  any  part  of  the  property 
as  he  thinks  best,  and  either  at  public  or  private  sale  as  he 
deems  most  advisable,  but  all  the  sales  must  be  made  on 
condition  of  being  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  court, 
and  the  receiver  will  make  no  disposition  of  the  proceeds, 
except  upon  application  to  the  court.  This,  it  seems  to  me, 
will  protect  everybody. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Sixth  Avenue  Railroad  Company,  appellants,  agt.  John 
Kerr,  and  others,  respondents. 

As  a  general  rale,  a  court  of  equity  will  Dotreatrain  by  iiganotion,  the  ooauniaiioB 
of  an  ordinary  tort  or  trespats. 

The  threatened  trespaai  must  be  such  as  oannot  be  compensated  in  damageiai 
law,  or  it  must  be  irreparable,  to  authorise  an  interference  by  injunotion. 

A  preliminary  injunotion  had  been  granted  to  prerent  the  ose  of  the  plaintlflb* 
road,  and  the  defendants  instituted  legal  prooeedings  to  have  the  amount  of 
eompensation  for  suoh  use  ascertained,  which  were  resisted  by  the  plaintilFs. 

H«/d,  that  the  injunotion  should  be  dissolyed,  even  though  it  should  be  eoneeded 
that  the  threatened  use  of  the  plaintiffs'  road  by  the  defendants  would  be  tech- 
nically a  constantly  recurring  grievance,  or  a  eon  tinning  trespass.  At  all  events 
the  ixg'unction  should  be  refused  till  the  final  hearing,  when  the  subjeot  of  eom- 
pensation can  be  considered. 

The  statutory  privilege  to  use  a  railroad,  it  must  be  presumed^  is  granted  from 
public  motives  and  for  the  public  good,  and  the  public,  therefore,  must  be  pre* 

^  sumed  to  be  interested  in  the  speedy  and  oonstant  exerolM  of  this  privilege. 

Jfew  York  General  Term,  JVaveniber^  1864. 
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Before  Leonaed,  P.  /.,  Barnard  and  Sutherland,  Justices^ 
Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  an  order  dissolving  an  injunc- 
tion. 

for  appellants. 
Hamilton  W.  Robinson,  ftyr  defendants. 

By  the  court,  Sutherland,  J.  It  is  is  said  (6  Paige^  98,) 
that  a  preliminary  injunction  before  answer,  is  altogether  a 
matter  of  discretion  ;  if  so,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the 
dissolution  of  the  injunction  in  this  case  on  the  complaint 
and  answer,  if  not  altogether  a  matter  of  discretion,  was 
so  much  a  matter  of  discretion,  that  the  order  dissolving 
the  injunction  should  be  affirmed  on  that  ground. 

But  I  will  say  further,  that  it  is  plain  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  nol  entitled  to  the  prelimiDary  injunction,  on  the 
ground  that  the  threatened  use  of  their  road  by  the  defend- 
ants would  be  a  bare  trespass  or  tort.  The  general  prin- 
ciple OT  rule  undoubtedly  is,  that  a  court  of  equity  will 
not  restrain  by  its  injunction  the  commission  of  an  ordinary 
tort  or  trespass.  The  threatened  injury  or  grievance  must 
he  irreparable,  or  such  as  cannot  be  compensated  in  dam- 
ages at  law,  to  authorize. a  court  of  equity  t6  interfere. 
{Hart  agt.  Mayor,  Src.y  of  Albany,  9  Wend.  571 ;  Jerome  agt. 
Ross,  1  John.  Ch.  315.) 

It  was  not,  and  is  not  pretended,  that  the  defendants  are 
not  abundantly  responsible,  and  able  to  respond  in  pecuni- 
ary damages,  and  it  is  clear  that  the  nature  of  the  threat- 
ened injury  or  trespass  was  such  that  it  was  susceptible 
of  perfect  pecuniary  compensation.  The  threatened  tres- 
pass or  injury,  therefore,  was  not  irreparable  by  an  action 
or  actions  at  law. 

If  the  plaintiffs  had  a  case  for  a  preliminary  injunction, 
it  was  upon  the  ground  that  the  threatened  injury  or  griev- 
ance would  be  constantly  recurring ;  that  the  threatened 
trespass  would  be  a  continuing  trespass.  Now  consider- 
ing that  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs'  road,  which  the  defend- 
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visions  of  the  will  in  respect  to  the  large  fund  which  would 
necessarily  accumulate  in  their  hands  from  income.  The 
directions  contained  in  the  will  would,  apparently,  absorb 
but  a  small  portion  of  the  income.  A  trust  is  created  usu* 
ally  for  some  express  object,  and  is  to  be  continued  only 
till  the  object  is  attained,  or  the  period  limited  therefor 
has  expired*  Here  there  is  no  object  for  a  trust  indicated, 
unless  it  be  supposed  that  repairing  the  property  is  suffi- 
cient. But  whether  the  testator  intended  to  vest  the  estate 
in  trust,  or  to  create  a  power  in  trust  for  its  management, 
it  will  operate  only  upon  the  shares  of  such  of  his  children 
aJB  were  infants  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  continue  only 
as  to  each  share  during  the  infancy  of  the  children  respect- 
ively. By  the  second  section  of  his  will  his  whole  estato 
passed  to  his  children  at  the  death  of  the  testator.  It 
would  be  inconsistent  with  this  provision  to  hold  that  the 
title  to  any  part  of  the  estate  was  vested  in  trustees,  and 
equally  inconsistent  with  their  rights  as  owners  for  the 
executors  to  exercise  a  power  to  sell,  Ac,  after  the  chil- 
dren had  reached  their  majority,  except  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  debts.  The  judge  has  found  that  there  are  no 
debts,  except  a  very  small  amount,  not  equal  to  the  amount 
of  personal  property.  This  fact  seems  to  be  sustained  by 
the  evidence.  It  is  true  one  of  the  witnesses  had  heard 
of  a  large  claim,  but  its  existence  as  a  debt  was  not  proved. 
Under  such  circumstances  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the 
children  had  a  right  to  take  and  hold  the  land. 

The  testator  appointed  his  executors  the  guardians  of 
his  minor  children,  and'  I  think  he  intended  them  to  act  for 
their  interest  in  selling  the  land,  combining  the  exercise 
of  the  power  to  sell  with  their  duty  as  guardians.  All  the 
children  had,  however,  reached  their  majority  before  the 
testator  died,  excepting  only  his  son  Thomas.  When  this 
action  was  commenced,  Thomas  was  over  twenty  years  of 
age,  and  at  the  trial  he  wanted  some  three  months  only  of 
his  majority.     It  appears  to  be  pretty  clear  that  the  defend- 
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ants  Andrew  Martin  and  Peter  Lynch,  were  not  guardians 
of  Thomas  Martin,  for  the  same  clause  of  the  will  which 
appoints  Andrew  and  Peter  guardians,  also  appoints  Thomas 
a  guardian  over  himself.  As  to  Thomas  Martin,  the  guar- 
dianship  was  inoperative  under  this  provision.  But  as- 
suming that  Andrew  Martin  had  the  power  to  sell  the  shares 
of  Thomas  under  the  directions  of  the  will,  the  court  has 
the  power  to  control  its  exercise  when  a  sale  is  manifestly 
opposed  to  the  interest  of  Thomas. 

The  judge  at  special  term,  acting  as  partTis  patruz^  could 
determine  from  the  facts  proven  whether  it  was  for  the 
interest  of  the  infant  that  his  real  estate  should  he  coo- 
verted  into  currency.  Why,  it  might  be  well  asked,  could 
Andrew  Martin  choose  for  the  infant  in  this  respect  better 
than  the  judge  ?  Has  he  more  intelligence  ?  Is  he  more 
disinterested  ?  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  property  of 
an  infant  in  1863,  was  safer  invested  in  lamd  than  it  would 
be  if  exchanged  for  the  currency  then  in  use.  Whatever 
may  be  the  answer  to  these  questions,  it  is  of  very  little 
practical  importance '  to  reverse  the  decision,  even  if  it 
could  lawfully  be  done,  as  all  the  children,  including 
Thomas,  are  now  of-  age,  and  the  executors  can  to  longer 
exercise  the  power  of  sale  under  the  will.  Tte  exceptions 
taken  to  the  refusal  of  the  jndge  to  admit  evidence  as  to 
the  habits  of  Thomas  Martin,  in  respect  to  temperance,  are 
of  no  moment,  as  the  evidence  was  immaterial.  The  ob- 
jection as  to  the  admission  of  the  written  statement  of  the 
wishes  of  Thomas  Martj^n  in  respect  to  the  sale  of  the  real 
estate,  is  not  well  taken.  No  argument  can  be  urged 
against  its  admission  except  its  want  of  materiality.  If 
the  evidence  had  been  excluded,  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  judge  could  have  arrived  at  any  other  decision  of  the 
case.  The  only  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  this  statement 
is,  that  Thomas  thought  very  much  as  the  judge  did.  As 
evidence,  the  statement  had  no  operation.  Probably  the 
defendants  acted  honestl}^  in  their  wish  to  sell,  and  in  de- 


Sgg  MIW  TOBK  MULOnOl  BIPOMI* 

fanding  this  action.    I  think  their  costs  should  be  allowed 
them  ont  of  the  fond. 

The  jndgmeat  should  be  affinaed,  and  the  costs  of  both 
parties  en  the  appeal  paid  from  the  estate. 


-M- 


SUPBBMB  COUBT. 
NoBTON  agt.  Abbott. 


-biSlwktf^lMNft  party SmImi  lo  aaimlM  Us  airwwiyM  awitaMi 
«Mtioii'S91  of  tk«  Code,  ftha  aomet  ynetiM  it  to  fropou  tm  ^gUmiHi,  mMag 
forth  that  the  eaoM  la  at  brae,  and  that  the  party  deiirea  to  examine  hia  adver- 
■BcyaatoflHitlera  naterial  to  the  iMme,  aad  apoii  nehaik  afld«TitfPOew#a» 
«rdrr  f«r  hti  emaiaatien.  ▲  aiaro  mNm  Mtred  apoa  fho  par^hj  thaadveiw 
party  to  attend  and  be  exaained  at  a  wItneM,  or  an  ordinal^  rabpMui  notaoA- 
«iant. 

JVew  York  Ckmral  Term^  FAnmy,  1865. 

B^fort  Inobaeam,  P.  /.,  SmrHSBLAKD  mil  Cz.KBXft,  JmMcu. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  asade  at  special  term 
in  February,  1864,  discharging  the  defendant  from  attend- 
ance as  a  witness.  The  plittutiff  had  commenced  a  s«it  bj 
the  service  of  a  summons  and  complaint.  The  defendant 
had  answered,  and  after  issue  joined,  the  plaintiff,  with  a 
yiew  of  examining  his  advensary  as  a  witness  undeor  section 
Sfil  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  served  a  notice  on  the  de- 
fendant, in  the  words  following : 

'^  To  defendant :  Take  notice  that  you  will  be  examined 
as  a  witness  in  this  action,  before  the  Hon.  Obobob  G.  Bab- 
iTABD,  one  of  the  justices  of  this  court,  on  the  18th  day 
of  February,  1864,  at  10  o'clock  in  t&e  forenoon,  in  the 
chambers  of  the  justices  of  the  said  court,  in  the  City  Hall, 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  that  such  examination  will 
be  taken  by  virtue  of  chapter  six  of  the  Code  of  Procedure. 
Dated  New  York,  February  11, 1864. 
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**  Tours,  Ac, 
''  BucKBAM,  Van  Cott  &  Banoi, 

"  Plaintiff's  Attorneyt.*' 
On  tlie  return  day  of  the  notice,  the  defendant  appeaved 
and  moved  that  the  same  be  set  aside,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant be  discharged  from  any  ftirther  attendance  upon  the 
same.  Judge  Barnabd  granted  the  motion.  An  appeal 
was  taken  to  the  general  term. 

BucKHAM,  Van  Oott  A  Banm,  fifr  th$flamt^^ 

cited  the  case  of  Cook  agt.  BiiaM  (11  JXh). 

Amos  G.  Hull,  for  the  defendant^ 

contended  that  an  aiBdavit  should  have  been  presented  to 
the  judge,  showing  that  the  cause  was  at  issue,  and  statins 
the  material  points  in  which  the  plaintiff  sought  to  examine 
the  defendant,  and  that  upon  such  affidavit  an  order  should 
be  granted  directing  the  defendant  to  appear.  He  cited 
Green  agt.  Wood  (6  Mb.  p.  277);  Sleeker  agt.  Carroll  (2 
Ahb.  p.  82) ;  Cook  agt.  Bidu)ell  (17  Ahb.  p.  300). 

Judge  SuTHERLAKD,  who  wrotc  the  opinion  in  the  case 
of  Cook  agt.  Bidwell^  held  that  there  was  nothing  decided 
in  that  case  dispensing  with  the  necessity  of  a9  order  for 
the  examination  of  a  party  under  that  section,  and  that  in 
all  cases  under  section  391,  the  correct  practice  is  to  pro- 
pose an  affidavit  setting  forth  that  the  cause  is  at  issue,  and 
that  the  party  desirea  to  examine  his  adversary  as  tomat* 
ten  material  to  the  issue,  and  upon  such  an  affidavit  pro« 
cure  an  order  for  his  examinati(»i«  That  a  simple  notion 
to  attMid,  or  an  ordinary  subposna  was  not  soffioient* 

liraaAHAM ,  P.  J.,  aad  Gierke,  J.,  concunrad* 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Henkt  0.  NiLES  agt.  Georgs  L.  Maynard,  Sheriff,  &c. 

Wh«re  there  lias  been  no  act  of  either  p^rty  to  delay  a  rtferu  In  making  hit 
report,  and  no  order  of  the  oonrt  within  th4  ^ixtydays,  for  further  time,  or  notice 
gtren  within  that  time  of  a  motion  for  snoh  order,  it  is  the  ab$ohi€  duif  of  the 
referee  to  make  and  deliyer  his  report  within  that  time. 

The  statute  says  he  thall  forfeit  hia  fees,  and  the  action  thaU  proceed  as  if  no  refer- 
ence had  been  ordered,  and  by  well  settled  rules  of  construction  these  words  are 
imperative.  Therefore,  where  either  party,  after  the  sixty  days  have  expired, 
and  no  report  has  been  made  and  deliyered,  take  proceedings  in  the  eanee  aa  if 
no  reference  had  been  ordered,  and  a  report  is  thereafter  made  and  delirered  by 
the  referee,  it  should  be  $et  aeide  a$  invalid. 

Fifth  District  General  Term,  April,  1864. 

Before  Morgan,  Bacon  and  Foster,  Justices. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  term  on 
the  22d  of  April,  1863,  upon  a  motion  made  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  to  set  aside  the  report  of  the  referee 
therein,  and  any  judgment  that  may  have  been  entered 
thereon,  and  that  said  action  might  proceed  to  trial  as 
though  no  reference  had  been  ordered  therein,  on  the  ground 
that  the  referee  did  not  make  and  deliver  his  report  within 
sixty  days  from  the  time  said  action  was  finally  submitted 
to  him. 

James  Noxon,  for  plaintiff. 
Richard  Baynor,  for  defendant. 

Foster,  J.  The  facts  established  on  the  hearing  were 
as  follows :  By  a  rule  entered  on  the  6th  of  February, 
1862,  the  cause  was  referred  to  Nathan  F.  Graves,  as  sde 
ififeree,  to  hear  and  determine  the  same.  It  was  noticed 
for  trial  before  the  referee  for  the  15th  of  May,  1862,  and 
was  tried  and  finally  submitted  to  him  on  the  2l8t  day  of 
May,  1862.  Soon  after  the  expiration  of  sixty  days  there- 
from, the  attorney  for  the  defendant  inquired  of  the  referee 
if  he  had  made  his  decision  or  report?  and  the  referee 
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answered  that  he  had  not,  and  the  defendant's  attorney 
informed  him  that  his  powers  as  referee  were  at  an  end, 
and  then  noticed  the  cause  for  trial,  and  pnt  it  upon  the 
calendar  for  the  then  next  circuit  to  be  holden  in  Onondaga 
county  (which  was  the  place  for  the  trial),  on  the  15th  of 
September,  1862.  That  circuit  court  was  not  held,  but 
went  down,  and  soon  thereafter  the  defendant's  attorney 
again  noticed  the  action  for  trial  at  the  then  next  circuit 
to  be  holden  in  said  county  on  the  26th  day  of  January, 
1863.  After  such  last  mentioned  notice  of  trial,  and  on 
the  10th  of  January,  1863,  the  referee  made  his  report, 
and  delivered  it  to  the  plainti£f's  attorney,  and  on  the  22d 
of  January  he  served  upon  the  defendant's  attorney  a  |fill 
of  costs  with  notice  of  taxation,  which  was  the  first  infor- 
mation the  defendant's  attorney  had  that  the  referee  had 
executed  or  delivered  his  report ;  and  at  the  January  cir- 
cuit the  plaintiff's  attorney  opposed  the  trial  of  the  action, 
and  moved  that  it  be  struck  from  the  calendar  on  the 
ground  that  it  had  been  tried  and  a  report,  made  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff. 

It  appeared  that  the  referee  did  not  make  and  deliver 
his  report  within  the  sixty  days,  because  he  was  called  to 
the  city  of  New  York  on  business,  and  was  there  from  time 
to  time  until.after  the  sixty  days  had  expired.  The  justice 
at  special  term,  "  ordered  that  the  default  of  the  referee  be 
excused,  and  the  said  referee  be  at  liberty  to  make  his 
report  within  ten  days  after  the  service  on  him  of  a  copy 
of  the  order,"  from  which  decision  the  defendant  appealed 
to  this  court. 

The  amendment  of  1862  to  section  273  of  the  Code,  so 
far  as  it  is  applicable  to  this  case,  declares  that  '*  unless 
the  court  shall  otherwise  order,  the  referee  shall  make  and 
deliver  bis  report  within  sixty  days  from  the  time  the  action 
shall  be  finally  submitted,  and  in  default  thereof,  said 
referee  shall  not  be  entitled  to  receive  any  fees,  and  the 
action  kh'all  plroceed  as  though  no  reference  had  been  or- 
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dered."  The  queation  arises,  when  can  sach  order  be  made 
by  the  court  ?  It  is  undoabtedly  true  that  if  one  of  the 
parties  by  stipulation,  or  any  other  act,  induces  the  referee 
to  delay  the  making  and  delivering  of  his  report  beyond 
the  sixty  days,  and  during  such  delay  so  caused  by  him- 
self, proceeds  with  the  action  as  if  no  reference  had  been 
ordered,  it  would  be  competent  for  the  court  on  motion, 
to  prevent  such  procedure,  and  allow  the  report  to  be  made 
and  delivered  after  the  sixty  days  had  expired ;  but  where 
there  has  been  no  act  of  the  party  to  delay  the  referee, 
and  no  order  within  the  sixty  days  for  farther  time,  or 
notice  given  within  that  time  of  a  motion  for  such  order, 
I  think  it  is  the  absolute  duty  of  the  referee  to  make  and 
deliver  his  report  within  that  time,  and  if  he  fails  to  do  so  he 
forfeits  all  right  to  his  fees,  his  powers  as  referee  are  at  an 
end,  and  the  court  has  no  power  to  continue  such  reference. 
The  word  *'  shall"  as  applied  to  the  action  of  the  referee, 
as  well  as  to  the  forfeiture  of  his  fees,  is  in  no  senae  per- 
missive,  but  it  is  mandatory  and  imperative,  and  it  is  his 
duty,  unless  prevented  in  one  of  the  ways  above  mentioned, 
to  make  and  deliver  his  report  within  the  prescribed  time. 
To  allow  him  for  his  own  convenience,  to  delay  his  report 
beyond  that  limit,  would  not  only  continue  the  mischief 
which  the  amendment  was  intended  to  remedy,  but  would 
increase  it,  as  the  case  under  consideration  exemplifiee. 
The  referee  without  any  order  from  the  court,  and  without 
the  consent  or  fault  of  the  defendant,  allowed  the  sixty 
days  to  expire.  The  defendant's  attorney  then  notified 
him  that  his  powers  as  referee  had  ceased.  ■  He  twice  no* 
ticed  the  case  for  trial,  and  after  that,  and  nearly  six  months 
after  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days,  a  report  is  delivered, 
and  he  has  notice  that  the  plaintiff  is  proceeding  to  judg* 
ment  upon  it.  He  is  compelled  to  make  a  motion  to  pre- 
vent it,  and  upon  the  hearing,  an  order  is  made  "  excusing 
the  default "  of  the  referee,  and  allowing  him  tberaafter 
to  make  and  deliver  a  report^  thus  TirtoaUj  dsdarii^  tli* 
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proceedings  of  the  defendant  to  be  regular,  and  yet  makiog 
no  provision  for  the  costs  and  expenses  incurred  by  him  in 
twice  preparing  for  trial,  and  disposing  of  the  motion  with- 
out costs. 

The  referee  was  in  default.  The  statute  says,  he  shall 
forfeit  his  fees,  and  the  action  Bhall  proceed  as  if  no  refer** 
ence  had  been  ordered  ;  and  by  the  well  settled  rules  of 
construction  these  words  are  imperative.  (Mtwmey  Gen- 
eral agt.  JLodb,  8  AtkgH$,  166 ;  Stamptr  agt.  Miller,  Id.  212 ; 
BlaekwelPs  Case,  1  Vemm,  162,  163,  aiul  w^e  1,  and  Morrii 
agt.  The  People,  3  Dentb,  381.)  The  words  *'  shall  proceed 
as  though  no  reference  had  been  oiMered,"  do  not  mean 
that  the  party  shall  be  at  liberty  to  move  the  court  for 
leave  to  proceed,  but  that  the  cause  shall  be  placed  in  the 
'  iame  condition  as  though  it  had  never  been  referred.  And 
surely  in  such  case,  no  motion  for  leave  to  proceed  would 
be  necessary,  but  either  party  would  be  at  liberty  to  notice 
it  for  trial. 

In  the  special  term  case  of  Living$tan  agt.  Gidney*  {26 
How.  Pr.  Rep.  1),  it  is  held  that  if  the  report  is  made  after 
sixty  days,  and  after  notice  that  a  party  takes  advantage 
of  tiie  failure  to  make  it  in  due  time,  such  report  is  irregu- 
lar, though  die  court  also  holds  that  such  report  is  not  void ; 
but  I  think  the  true  construction  of  the  statute  is  giv^i  in 
the  case  of  LUeh  agt.  Brother $m  (26  How.  Pr.  Rep.  407)i 
and  Foeier  agt.  Brfon  (26  IToto.  164),  and  that  as  there 
held,  either  party  after  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days 
BMj  take  proceedings  in  the  cause  as  if  no  reference  had 
beMi  ordered^  and  thai  after  such  step  taken,  a  report  is 
invalid,  and  should  be  set  aside. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  with  $10 
costs  of  this  appeal,  and  either  party  be  at  liberty  to  pro- 
ceed  in  the  action  as  though  no  reference  had  been  ordered, 
and  no  report  made  therein. 

Bacon,  J.,  concurred. 

MoBOAM,  J.,  dissented. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Anonymous. 

MoHon9tO€Orr$dth4caUndar^%  the  oirenit,  should  be  mmde  on  the  ^«f  ^  of 
the  cironit,  which  generally  oocnn  on  Monday.  It  U  too  late  to  make  eneh  mo- 
tionB  on  Thundajr  of  the  flrft  week  of  the  oirooit. 

Broome  Circuit,  Thursday  of  first  week,  February  23,  1865. 

Counsel,  who  was  engaged  in  two  causes  that  were  near 
the  foot  of  the  calendar,  moved  to  correct  the  calendar  bj 
haying  such  causes  placed  about  the  middle  of  the  calen- 
dar, where  they  should  have  been  inserted  according  to  the 
dates  of  the  issues  in  them  with  reference  to  the  dates  of 
the  issues  in  the  other  causes.  But  Justice  Balcom  decided 
that  Thursday  was  too  late  to  make  a  motion  to  correct 
the  calendar  at  a  circuit,  and  that  such  motions  must  be 
made  on  Monday,  the  day  of  opening  the  circuit.  He  said 
such  had  always  been  the  practice,  as  he  understood  it, 
and  that  it  was  just  to  hold  parties  to  this  practice,  for  it 
is  to  be  presumed  that  parties  make  arrangements  on  the 
first  day  of  the  circuit  for  trying  their  causes  in  the  order 
they  then  stand  on  the  calendar,  after  all  proper  corrections 
are  then  made,  and  that  it  would  be  unjust  to  parties  who 
have  been  compelled  to  look  after  their  causes,  and  have 
them  reserved  or  postponed,  or  to  be  ready  with  witnesses 
for  their  trial,  to  permit  causes  below  them  to  be  placed 
above  them  on  a  late  ^ay  in  the  circuit,  when  perhaps  such 
a  change  of  the  calendar  would  have  the  effect  to  postpone 
causes  placed  below  others  by  the  change,  to  another  cir- 
cuit for  trial.  He  concluded,  for  these  reasons  to  adhere 
to  the  rule  that  requires  counsel  to  make  motions  to  cor- 
rect the  calendar  on  the  first  day  of  the  circuit,  and  denied 
the  motion  to  correct  the  calendar  on  Thursday  of  this 
circuit. 
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Wright  agt.  8»denu 

SXJPEEME  COURT. 
Samuel  W.  Wbight  agt.  Jacob  Sanders. 

Whore  »  referee  in  his  report  upon  the  iesnei  tried  before  him,  onUte  to  atftte  any 

Jindings  qffact,  the  report  and  jndgment  entered  thereon,  and  all  snbseqnent 

prooeedinga  are  irrtguhr. 
And  nnleis  the  defeated  party  chooeee  to  waive  the  irregnlarity,  he  is  entitled  to 

haTO  the  judgment  set  aside,  and  to  reqnire  that  the  referee  in  the  first  instanoe 

report  the  faets  and  the  eonclusioni  of  law  fonnd  by  him. 

Oswego  Special  Term,  February,  1865. 

Motion  on  the  part  of  the  defendaiit  to  set  aside  report 
of  referee  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  judgment 
entered  thereon,  and  subsequent  proceedings,  on  the  ground 
of  irregularity. 

H.  Link,  far  motion. 
Hardin  &  Bue&ows,  contra. 

Foster,  J.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  for  an 
injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  by  falling  in  the  night 
time,  into  a  post  hole  which  had  been  made  on  the  lands 
of  the  defendant,  or  on  the  line  of  the  road  in  front  thereof, 
and  a  general  denial,  and  various  alleged  defences  were 
interposed  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  The  issues  were 
tried  before  a  sole  referee,  who  reported  that  **  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  recover  against  the  defendant  the  sum 
of  $200  damages,  as  alleged  in  the  complaint."  And  he 
ordered  judgment  accordingly,  with  costs,  but  he  did  not 
report  any  findings  of  fact,  nor  any  conclusions  of  law, 
except  as  atove  set  forth.  Upon  this  report  the  plaintiff 
entered  a  judgment,  and  the  defendant  now  moves  to  set 
asido  the  report,  judgment  and  subsequent  proceedings, 
for  irregularity,  but  does  not  ask  for  costs  of  the  motion. 

The  Code  of  Procedure  as  amended  in  1851:,  directs  iha't 
the  referee  **  must  state  the  facts  found  and  the  conclusions 
of  law  separately,"  and  that  **  the  report  of  the  referee 
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upon  the  whole  issue,  shall  stand  as  the  decision  of  the 
court,  and  judgment  may  be  entered  thereon,"  &c.  This 
language  is  too  clear  and  explicit,  as  well  i|s  mandatory, 
to  leave  any  doubt  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  referee  to 
report  the  facts  found  by  him,  and  it  is  equally  manifest 
that  the  legislature  intended  that  such  findings  should  form 
part  of  the  judgment  rolL  It  is  true  that  the  party  against 
whom  such  a  report  is  made,  may  waive  the  irregularity, 
and  appeal  from  the  judgment  entered  thereon,  and  may 
obtain  the  findings  of  the  referee  upon  the  settlement  of 
the  case  made  by  him  on  the  appeal,  or  the  court  on  appeal 
in  such  case  may  hear  the  appeal,  thongh  no  findings  appear 
(Sncok  agt.  IHes,  19  Barb.  313). 

It  is  also  true  that  where  the  referee  finds  the  fiicts  and 
conclusions  of  law  separately,  the  judgment  entered  thereon 
is  not  irregular,  although  the  findings  do  not  contain  all 
that  they  should  do  to  present  the  true  state  of  the  case ; 
and  in  such  case  the  party  desiring  to  do  so  may  obtain 
the  further  findings  in  the  way  above  pointed  out.  {Dtma 
agt.  Howe,  3  Kern.  306 ;  Joknsm  agt.  WAMlock,  3  Kem.  344, 
348.)  But  where  there  are  no  findings  of  facta,  unless  the 
defeated  party  chooses  to  waive  the  irregularity^  he  is  enti- 
tled to  have  the  judgment  set  aside,  and  to  require  that 
the  referee  in  the  first  instance  report  the  facts  and  conclu- 
sions of  law  found  by  him.  {Church  agt.  iJrftsA,  4  SanJ^. 
691 ;  Van  Sieenkurgh  agt  Hoffman,  6  JBm  Pr.  Rep.  493 ; 
Dakse  agt.  Peck,  1  Code  Rep.  64;  Denny  agt  Pat,  1  Code 
Rep.  121.) 

The  report  and  judgment  are  irregular,  and  must  be  set 
aside,  with  all  the  subsequent  proceedings  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff.  And  the  referee  upon  the  proofs  and  allega- 
tions already  made  and  taken  before  him,  must  make  a  new 
report,  stating  all  the  material  facts  found  by  him,  with 
hia  ooBclnaioiu  of  law  separately. 
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lfhm%  »  defendaat  la  moTing  to  dlMburge  an  erder  qf  arritt,  prediMtof  hit  ao- 
'tiM  AB  lfc«  plidAtiff *■  qfUnUt,  uid  to  wMeh  he  pnMBtt »  rMpoBM,  ht  wmimm 
kU  ilfki  to  obJMt  that  the  pliriaUff  >f  afidBTiU  we  enlttM  M IJU  mm#. 

[Dm  Uwi  of  1868  (p.  449),  eonfen  fenerally  the  authority  to  adminittor  oatki  tMd 
ttJItrliuMoM  to  be  read  in  OTldenoe  and  ued  in  any  of  the  eonrta  of  thif  itoto^ 
'vithoBt  pteeeribiny  any  parttoalar /vrw  ff  mUhtmiUatUm,  And  it  waa  not  tha 
intention  of  the  legiaiatnre  to  impoM  npon  Vict  Cinuult  datiei  in  reipeet  to  thia 
•nbjeetnot  impoied  upon  othen. 

Aerelbtay  where  a  jorat  to  an  afldaTlt  It  Inthentoal  focia,  and  tiatei  that  the 
depotitton  wat  aabieribed  and  airom  to  in  the  preienoe  of  the  Vioe  Oontnl  ef 
Caaada»  and  he  to  oertiiiei  under  hit  teal  of  offioei  it  it  tuAeient. 

The  tarrcH  «f  a  penon  here  in  a  etril  aetton,  for  flramdmlent  repretentatlont  in  the 
pwehate  «f  property  in  a^braifii  comtiryj  of  a  foreign  ereditor,  will  be  held 
goody  where  tueb  property  or  iU  proeeedt  are  brought  here  by  him,  although  ha 
oould  not  hare  been  arrettod  for  tnch  aett  in  that  oountry.  The  Its  fori  and 
Bat  the  Jt»  iod  govemt  in  tneh  eatet. 

J^gUmifit§  to  proeure  an  order  of  arrett  ttoting  the  material  faeta  upon  Ii|/WwmI<mi 
•nd  btMf^are  tufieienty  where  they  ttoto  the  louroet  from  whieh  the  iaformatioa 
It  deriTed,  and  the  pUeet  of  reiidenoe  of  the  Informanto  at  tneh  dittanee  that 
it  w«iild  be  impfBttieable  to  pttuie  their  twom  ttatemesto  Ib  teaaon  to  mahe  a 
tBttettftd  arrett.  Btpeeially  where  they  oontain  potitive  and  tmthfhl  ttoto* 
mento  enough  to  make  out  a  prima  fad*  oate  for  arrett. 

"Where  the  erideaee  prodneed  for  an  order  of  aireit  It  tatltlhetory  tha*  the  larga 
eredit  *  debtor  enjoyed  Jntt  pvoTiout  to  hit  tudden  iailurey  wat  ated  frandB- 
Itntly  to  obtoin  a  large  amount  of  property,  the  fruitt  of  whieh  he  might  e^Joy 
to  the  detriment  of  hit  ereditort,  an  order  of  arrett  thonld  be  gnnted  by  tha 
jBiya  and  retalBad  ^  the  ooBTt. 

General  Term,  February,  1865. 
Before  Daly,  Brady,  and  Cardozo,  Judges. 
Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  au  order  at  special  term  dis- 
charging defendant  from  an  order  of  arrest. 

AuTHtTR  A  Gardkigr,  for  plaintiffs. 
Jam£s  R.  Whiting,  for  defendant. 

B7  the  court,  Brady,  J.  In  these  cases,  the  defendant 
feeling  aggrieved  by  the  orders  of  arrest,  moved  to  dis- 
charge them.    The  order  to  discharge  was  granted  upon 
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the  orders  of  arrest,  the  affidavits  on  which  they  were 
granted,  and  affidavits  and  papers  annexed  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant.  The  defendant  sncceeded  on  his  motion, 
and  the  orders  of  arrest  were  discharged  npon  two  grounds 
— first,  that  the  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  were 
on  information  and  belief,  and  were  not  in  conformity  to 
the  case  of  De  Weerth  agt.  Feldner^  decided  in  this  court, 
and  reported  in  16  Mb.  Pr.  Rep,  295 ;  and,  secondly,  be- 
cause the  judge  at  special  term,  on  the  whole  case  could 
not  say  that  the  defendant  obtained  the  property  pur- 
chased by  him  with  the  fraudulent  intent  not  to  pay  for  it 
The  presiding  judge  seems  to  have  arrived  at  that  conclu- 
sion, however,  as  will  be  seen,  upon  rejecting  affidavits 
which  he  thought  could  not  be  considered.  The  plaintiffs' 
appeal  from  the  order  discharging  the  orders  of  arrest  and 
the  defendant,  presents  on  the  appeal  objections  in  their 
nature  preliminary,  which  must  be  passed  upon  before  con- 
sidering the  basis  of  the  opinion  delivered  at  special  term; 
They  are  as  follows : 

1.  That  the  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the  plainti£b  being 
entitled  in  an  action  which  was  not  pending  when  they 
were  made,  are  nullities. 

2.  That  the  affidavits  were  altered  after  they  were 
sworn  to,  having  been  originally  prepared  and  sworn  to  for 
the  purposes  of  being  used  as  the  exigency  of  the  case  or 
proceeding  might  require. 

3.  That  the  affidavits  sworn  to  before  the  Vice  Consul 
in  Canada,  were  not  properly  authenticated. 

4.  That  the  alleged  fraud  was  not  committed  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  state,  or  the  United  States;  that  all 
parties  are  foreigners,  and  that  our  statute  relative  to 
arrests  does  not  apply  to  such  cases. 

I  have  not  referred  to  the  specific  objection  to  the  affi- 
davit of  Mr.  Brown,  for  the  alleged  mistake  in  the  venue, 
nor  shall  I  consider  it.  In  the  view  which  I  entertain  of 
this  case,  that  objection  is  too  trifling  to  be  consid^ed  at 
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all.    In  reference  to  the  first  objection  there  are  several 
answers. 

1.  It  appeared  that  all  the  objections  recited  were  taken 
on  a  previous  motion  made  in  the  case  of  the  City  Bank 
against  the  defendant,  and  were  overruled  by  the  presiding 
judge,  the  motion  to  discharge  the  order  of  arrest  having 
been  denied,  with  liberty  to  renew ;  and  the  defendant  has 
availed  himself  of  the  liberty  given. 

2.  The  effect  of  entitling  an  afSdavit  to  hold  to  bail, 
though  said  to  be  a  nullity,  has  never  been  so  declared  in 
any  case  involving  the  question  which  I  have  been  able  to 
find  after  diligent  search.  In  the  case  of  MUliken  agt. 
Selyt  (3  Denio^  64),  Judge  Bronson  has  collected  certain 
cases  in  this  state  and  elsewhere.  The  affidavit  in  that 
case,  however,  was  one  required  to  be  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff,  or  some  one  on  his  behalf,  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff 
with  the  writ  of  replevin.  None  of  the  decisions  in  this 
state,  referred  to  by  Judge  Bronson,  involved  the  question* 
They  are  cases  of  certiorari  and  mandamuty  or  where  the 
affidavits  were  defectively  entitled.  The  English  a(]|judi* 
cations  show  the  practice  to  be  one  which  fluctuated  until 
finally  settled  by  a  rule  of  the  king's  bench,  and  adopted 
by  the  common  pleas  for  the  sake  of  uniformity.  In  HoUU 
agt.  Brandon^t  cited  by  Justice  Bronson,  Gh.  J.  Ayre  said : 
"  but  when  the  affidavit  says,  William  Brandon,  defendant, 
I  should  much  doubt  whether  it  would  be  bad  merely  be- 
cause it  was  entitled  ^  Edward  Hollis,  plaintiff,  and  WiUiam 
Brandon,  defendant,'  before  the  commencement  of  the 
cause."  On  reference  to  'nMs  Pr.  (I  vol.  183),  we  find  the 
following  statement  in  reference  to  the  affidavit  to  hold  to 
bail :  '*  There  being  no  action  depending  in  court  at  the 
time  when  the  affidavit  is  made,  it  ought  not  regularly  to 
be  entitled  in  the  cause,  and  in  one  case  the  king's  bench 
discharged  the  defendant  out  of  custody  on  common  bail,  on 
jiccount  of  its  being  so  entitled.  But*in  a  subsequent  case 
they  thought,  as  the  practice  had  obtained  so  long  of  addiog 
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4  title  to  affidayita  of  this  kind,  it  would  be  too  msch  to 
determine  that  snch  practice  had  been  erroneooB,  pftitioii- 
larly  as  this  had  been  a  mere  qnestion  of  form,  and  did  not 
interfere  with  the  jostice  of  the  case.  A  mle  of  conrti 
however,  has  since  been  made  in  the  king's  bench  that  "  affi- 
davits  of  any  cause  of  action  before  process  sned  out  to 
hold  defendants  to  bail,  be  not  entitled  in  any  canae,  nor 
read  if  filed."  This  is  the  practice  referred  to  in  the  eases 
in  this  state  upon  the  propriety  of  entitling  affidavits,  tend 
we  see  that  it  was  once  held  to  be  a  mere  question  of  fonRi 
not  a£fecting  the  justice  of  the  case.  In  Pindar  agt.  Blmek 
(4  How.  Pr.  Rep,  96),  Justice  Habris,  although  questioning 
the  reason  of  the  rule  and  its  propriety,  held  that  now  the 
error  if  any,  was  one  which  did  not  affect  the  substantial 
rights  of  the  adverse  party,  and  should  be  disregarded 
under  section  176  of  the  Code.  In  this  case,  nearly  all 
the  affidavits  which  we  are  considering,  mention  ike  defend- 
ant's name.  He  is  styled  the  defendant,  Morris  Lnmley, 
and  it  is  not  necessary  to  refer  to  the  title  to  asoertain  who 
the  defendant  is,  as  it  was  in  MUliken  agt.  Selft^  ttipra. 
And  it  may  be  further  remariced  that  the  practice  has  pre* 
vailed  since  the  Code,  of  entitling  these  affidavits,  and  that 
it  has  obtained  so  long  as  to  make  it  unreasonable  in  this 
ease,  at  least  after  the  action  of  the  defendant  in  reference 
to  the  affidavits,  to  declare  them  to  be  erroneous.  It  may 
be  further  remarked,  that  the  practice  thus  establised  was 
enforced  in  England  and  in  this  state,  where  the  objection 
was  taken  in  the  first  instance,  and  not  where  tkere  was 
any  attempt  to  answer  the  affidavits,  as  in  this  case.  Hwe 
the  defendant  predicated  his  motion  on  the  plaintifib'  affi- 
davits, to  which  he  presented  his  response,  and  if  he  did 
not  adopt  them,  at  least  waived  his  right  to  object  to  them 
under  the  circumstances,  relating  as  the  information  did  to 
a  question  of  practice.  (Mble  agt  Prescotty  4  £  JD.  iSfiittt, 
139 ;  midell  agt.  Root,  3  Mb.  Reo.  142 ;  RaAioay  agU  Grm- 
Ami,  4  JIIA.  Rep.  468.) 
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F<^  these  reasons,  the  first  objection  is  declared  untena- 
ble. As  to  the  second  objection,  we  saj  that  the  proofs 
submitted  do  not  warrant  the  charge  made.  Mr.  Gardnier 
states  that  the  affiants  were  in  each  instance  advised  of  the 
nse  to  be  made  of  their  affidavits,  and  this  answers  the 
suggestion  as  to  alteration.  I  say  suggestion,  because  it 
is  a  grave  charge  to  make  upon  slight  evidence. 

In  reference  to  the  third  objection,  it  is  perhaps  onlj 
necesaary  to  say  that  the  view  expressed  at  special  term 
is  correct.  The  third  section  of  the  act  of  1868  {Laws,  p. 
449),  confers  generally  the  authority  to  administer  oaths 
and  affirmations  to  be  read  in  ovidence  and  used  in  any  of 
the  eourts  of  this  state,  without  prescribing  any  particular 
form  of  authentication.  The  jurat  to  the  affidavits  is  in 
the  usual  form.  It  states  that  the  deposition  was  sub- 
scribed and  sworn  to  in  the  presence  of  the  vice  consul, 
and  he  so  certifiee  under  his  seal  of  office.  It  is  sufficient, 
and  BO  far  as  the  act  of  1854  {Laws,  p,  475)  provides  to 
the  contrary,  It  must  be  regarded  as  abrogated.  It  could 
Bot  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  impose 
upon  vice  consuls  duties  in  respect  to  the  same  subject  not 
imposed  upon  others.  If  it  had  been  the  power  conferred 
by  section  3,  supra,  would  not  have  been  so  general.  We 
are  referred  to  the  case  of  Blason  agt.  Bnmo  (SS  Barb.  S. 
C.  JL  520),  as  an  authority  for  the  proposition  stated  in 
the  fourth  objection.  It  is  a  special  term  case,  in  which 
'  it  is  held,  not  that  our  statute  relative  to  arrests  does  not 
apply  to  frauds  committed  by  foreigners  without  our  juris- 
diction, but  that  the  removal  or  fraudulent  disposition  of 
property  contemplated  by  that  statute  must  be  within  the 
limits  of  this  state. 

Judge  Inokaham  states  distinctly  that  a  different  rule 
exists  where  the  defendant  obtains  the  property  fraudu- 
lently in  a  foreign  land  and  brings  it  here.  The  case  is 
not,  therefore,  an  authority  for  the  doctrine  asserted  by 
the  defendant's  counsel.  We  find,  too,  on  examination  of 
Vol.  XXVIII.  26 
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earlier  cases,  that  the  remedj  is  governed  by  the  lex  fori 
{Smith  agt.  Spinola,  2  Johnt.  Rep.  198  ;  Siccard  agt.  V^hale, 
11  Johni.  Rep.  194  ;  Pecks  agt.  Hazier,  14  Johns.  Rep.  364) ; 
and  notwithstanding  that  by  the  law  of  the  country  where 
the  transactions  arose,  and  of  which  the  parties  were  resi- 
dents, the  defendant  could  not  be  arrested  {SImith  BgL  Spi- 
nola,  supra) ;  see  also  Ctans  agt.  JFVonA;  (36  Barb.  Rep.  320), 
and  Peel  agt.  EllioU  (28  Barb.  200),  in  which  the  rale  stoted 
was  acquiesced  in  as  suggested  by  Judge  Cardozo  (fee  also 
De  Weerth  agt.  Feldner,  16  ^bb.  295).  The  rule  that  in 
cases  like  this  the  lex  fori  governs,  is  too  well  established, 
and  has  too  many  reasons  on  which  it  rests  to  justify  its 
disturbance  by  any  other  than  the  court  of  last  resort 
We  are  thus  brought  to  the  consideration  of  the  reasons 
assigned  for  discharging  the  orders  of  arrest.  As  to  the 
first :  The  case  of  De  Weerth  agt.  Feldner,  supra^  is  not 
analogous  to  this.  The  deponent  in  that  case  stated  the 
sources  of  his  information  to  be  threefold,  viz  :  A  letter 
written  by  the  plaintiff,  another  by  the  defendant,  and  a 
notarial  act  drawn  up  at  Etherfeld,  in  Prussia,  and  cer- 
tified by  the  Consular  Agent  o£  the  United  States  at  Bre- 
men. He  did  not  annex  the  letters  and  notarial  act,  or 
copies  of  them.  He  stated  his  own  conclusions  from  their 
perusal  and  examination.  For  this  reason  the  order  was 
discharged.  The  rule  is  well  settled  that  if  the  informa- 
tion is  predicated  of  documentary  evidence  or  other  written 
papers,  the  documents  or  papers  must  be  set  out  in  some 
mode.  But  these  cases  do  not  depend  wholly  or  chiefly 
upon  any  such  evidence,  and  the  rule  to  be  applied  is  differ- 
ent. That  rule  is  stateii  in  the  case  referred  to  by  Judge 
Dalt,  upon  consideration  of  the  authorities  bearing  upon 
the  subject.  It  is  that  the  information  must  be  set  out, 
that  is,  the  facts  and  circumstances  alleged  against  the 
defendant,  the  sources*  of  that  information,  and  a  good 
reason  why  a  positive  statement  cannot  be  procured.  The 
object  is  not  only  to  enable  the  judge  to  determine  for 
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himself  whether  the  frand  has  been  committed,  but  to  pro- 
tect the  defendant  from  a  statement  of  information  coined 
and  not  in  fact  derived  from  any  person  or  source. 

The  affidavits  upon  which  the  orders  of  arrest  were 
granted  herein,  were  not  entirely  upon  information  and 
belief,  either  as  to  the  indebtedness  charged  or  the  facts 
and  circumstances  grouped  to  sustain  the  allegation  of 
fraud.  But  where  information  is  set  forth,  the  information 
itself,  aud  the  names  and  places  of  business  of  the  persons 
by  or  from  whom  such  information  was  given  or  obtained, 
are  stated.  And  it  appears  also  not  only  that  such  persons 
are  residents  of  Canada  or  England,  but  the  affidavits  of 
some  of  them  were  produced  and  acted  upon  in  granting 
the  orders  of  arrest.  We  have,  therefore,  the  necessary 
elements  required  in  the  affidavits  which  recite  only  infor- 
mation, viz. :  the  information,  the  source  from  whence  it 
was  derived,  and  the  place  of  residence  of  the  informants, 
at  distances  from  this  city,  rendering  it  reasonable  to  dis- 
pense with  the  sworn  statements  of  the  informants  to  pro- 
cure the  arrest  of  a  person  who  had  hurriedly  left  his  own 
domicil  for  foreign  places,  and  whose  flitting  thence  might 
take  place  before  the  affidavits  could  be  procured — more 
particularly  when,  as  in  this  case,  there  was  enough  dis- 
closed to  justify  the  belief  prima  facie^  that  the  charge 
of  fraud  was  truly  made.  For  these  reasons  I  think  the 
affidavits  were  sufficient  to'  put  the  defendant  to  his  answer. 
I  think  it  may  be  said  in  addition,  that  when  affidavits  in 
cases  like  these  are  based  upon  information,  and  it  appears 
from  all  the  evidence  submitted  that  they  contain  truthful 
statements,  although  not  in  form  secundem  artem^  they  should 
not  be  rejected.  They  then  become  positive  statements, 
as  it  were,  and  the  court  can  see  that  the  mischief  which 
might  otherwise  ensue,  cannot  happen. 

These  views,  embracing  all  the  questions  of  law  pre- 
sented on  the  appeal,  leaves  but  one  branch  of  these  cases 
undisposed  of,  and  that  is  whether  the  proofs  establish  the 
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fact  tbai  tb«  defendaBt  iras  guilty  of  a  fraud,  for  which 
he  could  be  arrested  under  section  179  of  the  Code.  In 
stating  my  views  on  this  subject,  I  shall  not  spread  out  all 
the  details  which  have  influenced  my  judgment,  but  state 
generally  the  prominent  facts  and  circumstances  which 
have  controlled  it.  tlTe  find  that  in  June,  1862,  the  defend- 
ant was  in  good  credit  and  prosperous.  His  business  was 
increasing,  and  so  much  so  that  he  sent  his  son  Edward  to  ^ 
Earepe  to  make  purchases  to  meet  the  demands  of  his  large 
and  increasing  Canada  trade ;  and  he  requested«Mr.  6unn 
to  say,  if  Edward  had  occasion  to  refer  to  him  while  in 
England,  that  he  had  done  a  very  large  and  profitable  busi- 
nese,  and  paid  all  his  accounts  punctually,  and  his  relations 
with  the  banks  were  such  that  he  could  get  anything  he 
wanted,  and  that  he  felt  himself  quite  independent  of  every- 
body. His  son  went  to  England  and  made  purchases  to  a 
large  amount,  and  Mr.  Gunn,  honestly  believing  it  to  be  so, 
stated  to  the  English  merchants  who  made  inquiries  of  him, 
that  the  defendant  was  a  man  of  large  means  and  perfisctly 
able  to  meet  all  engagements  he  would  make.  In  October, 
1862,  hebetated  to  Mr.  Stephens,  one  of  the  plaiatiffii,  and 
from  whom  he  was  making  purchases,  that  he  had  carried 
on  a  large  and  profitable  business,  and  had  made  a  great 
deal  of  money ;  that  he  was  then  possessed  of  abundant 
means,  and  would  be  perfectly  able  to  pay  for  all  his  pur^ 
chases  punctually  when  the  time  of  credit  had  expired ; 
and  further,  that  he  was  not  making  any  other  newao- 
counts ;  not  increasing  the  aggregate  amount  of  his  pur* 
chases,  nor  engaged  in  speculations,  but  buying  for  his 
regular  Canada  trade.  And  it  may  be  here  remarked  that 
the  defendant,  to  numerous  creditors,  made  the  statement 
that  the  purchases  made  by  him  were  for  his  Canada  trade. 
It  also  appears  that  the  defendant's  son  and  agent,  Edward 
Lumley,  represented  to  Mr.  Woodhouse  that  his  father  was 
a  merchant  of  long  standing  in  Toronto,  and  had  done  a 
very  large  and  prosperous  business,  and  that  if  he  ahould 
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mU  goods  at  fair  priees  the  defendant  would  do  aTer|r 
large  trade  with  him.  It  also  appears  that  the  goods  pur- 
chased of  the  Messrs.  Bottomley,  were  sold  to  the  defend- 
ant  on  representations  through  his  son  and  agent,  Edward, 
that  they  were  for  the  branch  of  the  defendant's  house  at 
Montreal,  and  were  to  be  manufactured  there  because  it 
could  be  done  cheaper  there  than  at  Toronto ;  and  it  is 
alleged  that  similar  representations  were  made  to  several 
persons  from  whom  goods  were  purchased.  And  it  may  be 
here  remarked  as  corroborative  of  the  fact  that  such  repre- 
sentations  were  made,  that  they  are  in  accordance  with 
the  object  of  Edward's  visit  to  England,  as  declared  to  Mr. 
Gunn  by  the  defendant  himself.  The  purchases  made  and 
the  money  obtained  by  the  defendant  during  the  fall  of 
1862,  amount  at  least  to  one  hnndred  and  fifty  thousand 
dollars,  as  appears  on  the  proofs  submitted.  '  Notwith- 
standing  the  defendant's  asserted  prosperous  condition,  his 
financial  facilities,  and  his  increasing  Canadian  trade  in  the 
nimmer  and  fall  of  1862,  he  closed  his  place  of  business  in 
January,  1863,  in  Montreal,  having  previously  ceased  to  do 
business  ostensibly  in  Toronto.  Many  of  the  goods  that 
he  had  ordered  for  his  Canadian  trade,  had  in  the  mean- 
time been  shipped  to  New  York,  althongh  it  does  not  appear 
that  he  had  any  place  of  business  there.  The  defendant'li 
atoppiBg  business  and  payment  at  the  time  mentioned, 
namely,  January,  1463,  were  circumstances  which,  notwitb* 
standing  his  prosperous  career,  might  have  been  explained 
or  accounted  for  by  some  one  of  the  many  vicissitudes  to 
which  all  commercial  men  are  exposed,  and  that  too  not' 
withstanding  he  had  declared  be  was  opening  no  new 
•ccounts,  and  was  not  speculatii^.  The  occasion  presented 
itself  long  before  his  arrest,  but  he  declined  to  make  any 
explanation,  failed  to  meet  his  creditors  in  Canada,  as  he 
promised  to  do  for  that  purpose ;  fled  from  thence,  and 
when  arrested  here,  and  when  asking  to  be  di8cha]^;ed  from 
arrest,  contittaea  to  be  aa  silent  on  the  subject  of  his  and* 
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den  embarrassments  and  change  of  fortune  as  before.  He 
does  not  deny  the  statements  made  by  Mr.  Ounn — ^he  does 
not  deny  that  he  made  the  representations  charged  npon 
him  personally  as  to  solvency,  prosperity  and  iSnancial 
ability,  or  as  to  the  object  of  his  purchases  herein  set  forth, 
but  alleges  that  he  contracted  *^  no  debt  in  Toronto  or 
elsewhere,  fraudulently,  or  with  intent  not  to  pay  the  same; 
and  that  he  never  diverted  the  place  to  which  the  shipment 
of  the  said  goods  was  to  be  made,  but  the  same  was  left  to 
the  discretion  of  his  said  agent,  who  exercised  his  own 
judgment  in  regard  thereto." 

We  may  well  pause  here  and  ask  what  was  the  cause  of 
his  failure  7  What  occurrences  so  destroyed  his  prosperity 
that  with  credit  unimpaired  and  business  large,  increasing 
and  profitable,  he  was  unable  to  meet  his  engagements  in 
80  short  a  time,  and  compelled  to  fly  from  his  home  and 
business  7  The  alleged  sale  of  some  goods  in  New  York, 
and  the  alleged  payment  of  their  proceeds,  is  no  answer 
to  the  questions.  Unless  the  defendant  was  engaged  in 
some  unlawful  enterprise,  the  revelation  of  which  would 
subject  him  to  other  penalties,  going  from  Scylla  to  Cha- 
rybdis,  it  is  fair  and  just  to  presume  that  some  explanation 
would  have  come  from  his  lips  of  these  extraordinary  tran- 
sactions,  and  his  extraordinary  conduct.  His  reticence  sat- 
isfies me  that  the  credit  which  he  enjoyed  was  used  fraudu- 
lently to  obtain  a  large  amoiAit  of  property,  the  fruits  of 
which  he  might  enjoy,  to  the  detriment  of  his  creditors. 

I  concur  with  Judge  Gaedozo,  in  his  conclusion  expressed 
on  the  first  motion,  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  a  huge 
fraud,  and  with  Justice  Monk,  that  the  defendant  was  guilty 
of  a  fraud  on  a  scale  quite  unusual,  and  I  think  that  the 
01  (ier  discharging  the  orders  of  arrest  should  be  reversed, 
with  $10  costs. 

Daly,  F.  J.,  concurred. 

Cardozo,  J.  I  adhere  to  the  views  I  expressed  at  special 
term,  and  I  think  the  order  should  be  affirmed. 
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COUNTY  COtJET^ 
HxTBBiLKD'agt.  Chapiit. 

Th«  ratarn  of  a  eonitable  of  jMrioaol  9§rvic9  on  a  ramnwna  !•  eoaefotiaa  of  tbai 
faot,  and  eannot  ba  impaaebed  eoUataraUj.  (Fodoipiiif  Ma  etm$  ^  N>  T.  t 
ErURR.  Co.  agt.  PvrOif,  18  Barft.  674.) 

Schoharie  County  Court, 

Argued  October  Term,  1 864.    Decided  February  Term,  1 865. 

The  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  Schoharie  coanty.  The  summons  was  returned 
by  the  constable  personally  served,  and  on  the  return  day 
the  plaintiff  appeared  and  put  in  her  complaint.  The  de- 
fendant then  before  answering  the  complaint,  moved  that 
the  suit  be  dismissed  and  defendant  be  discharged,  on  the 
ground  that  the  summons  had  not  been  served  upon  the 
defendant.  The  defendant  also  at  the  same  time  offered  to 
prove  that  the  summons  had  not  been  served  upon  the  de- 
fendant, and  to  disprove  the  constable's  return  of  personal 
service.  The  justice  overruled  the  motion  and  offer, 
whereupon  the  defendant  put  in  his  answer  therein,  setting 
up  among  other  defences,  that  the  summons  had  never  been 
served  on  the  defendant,  and  again  upon  the  trial  the 
defendant  renewed  his  motion  and  offer  made  on  the  return 
day  for  a  dismissal,  on  the  ground  that  the  summons  had 
not  been  served  on  the  defendant.  The  justice  again  over- 
ruled the  motion  and  offer,  and  after  hearing  the  evidence 
and  receiving  the  verdict  of  tlie  jury,  rendered  judgment 
against  the  defendant  for  $10  damages,  and  costs,  |3.52« 
The  defendant  appeals  to  this  court. 

Peter  S.  Danforth,  for  plaitUiffy 

cited  Putman  agt.  Man  (3  Wend.  202) ;  JlUen  agt.  Martin 
(10  Wend.  800),  claiming  tb^t  the  constable's  return  of  per* 
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Bonal  seryice  was  conclusive,  and  defendant  could  not 
impeach  it. 

Norman  W.  Falk,  for  defendant^ 

cited  Van  Rensselaer  agt.  Chadwick  (7  -Hbtr.  Pr.  Rep.  297) ; 
jFttcA  agt.  Devlin  (15  J3ar&.  &  C.  JL  47),  claiming  thai  the 
latter  case  overruled  Puiman  agt.  Man,  and  jlilen  agt 
Martin,  Fitch  agt.  Devlin  expressly  holds  that  the  return 
of  the  constable  of  personal  service  of  a  summons  is  not 
conclusive,  and  may  be  disproved  and  contradicted.  The 
return  is  only  prima  faciei  not  conclusive  (7  Haw.  supra). 

Lamont,  County  Judge.  The  only  question  in  this  case 
is,  had  the  defendant  the  right  to  impeach  the  constable's 
return,  and  show  in  opposition  thereto  that  the  summons 
issued  by  the  justice  had  not  been  served.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  case  of  the  JVew  York  fy  Erie  RR.  Co.  agt. 
Purdy  and  Jidams  (18  Barh.  S.  C.  R.  574),  is  decisive  upon 
this  point.  Justice  Johnson  who  wrote  the  opinion  in  18 
Sarb.y  574,  in  reviewing  Fitch  agt.  Dfvlin  (15  Barb.  47), 
thinks  the  opinion  in  that  case  not  well  considered.  The 
case  in  18  Barb.  S.  C.  R.,  574,  above  referred  to,  covers 
the  whole  ground,  and  is  in  harmony  with  the  older  cases. 
I  have  arrived  at  this  conclusion  after  considerable  doubt 
and  hesitation. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 


NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Patrick  O'Reilly  agt.  Edward  Euro. 

Th«  court  in  Uie  ezeroiie  of  ito  equUy  powers  wiU  not  oompol  na  nnwUUag  pv- 

ohaser  to  Uke  a  dtmhtful  tUU. 
Bftt  «t  Un^9  ulioro  %  party  seokB  to  diwflirm  nd  rweind  %  tontraet  of  ialo>  nnd  t* 

m^it  U4k  tli«  iiaiMil  of  hfe  wmhammmtfm  «ktgiMMtor»4 
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tiae,^ke  mult  aatiffy  th*  oovrt  tbat  the  title  Li  obaoMBly  bad,  before  he  eea 
reeoyer.    A  merely  doabtfal  title  will  not  do« 

The  inpreme  court  Mqnires  jarisdietion  of  proeeedings  for  the  aale  of  the  resl 
CBt»te  of  it^tuUf,  OB  their  applicatioB  hf  their  next  friend  oroJIy.  Iheform  of 
the  applieation  it  of  no  eonseqvenee  if  the  enbstonce  ii  given.  The  materiel 
question  U,  did  the  infante  apply  by  their  next  friend. 

The  faet  that  a  luxt  friend  is  a  creditor  of  the  inf ante>  doee  not  disqialify  hin 
firom  acting  in  that  oapaoity^  on  an  applioation  for  a  sale  of  their  real  estate. 

And  where  the  next  friend  is  described  as  being  the  uncle  of  the  infants,  and  only 
male  relatire  of  Aill  age,  he  is  by  such  relation  a  suitable  person  to  apply  for  a 
sale  of  the  infants'  real  estate. 

An  objection  that  the  special  guardian  of  the  infants  entered  into  a  contract  of 
sale  conjointly  with  the  adult  owners,  and  that  the  deed  tendered  to  the  plain- 
tiff, was  in  like  manner  exeonted  by  the  guardian  jointly  with  the  other  ownersy 
was  without  foundation.  That  other  parties  owning  other  interests  joined  in  the 
same  contract  and  deed,  could  not  depriye  either  instrument  of  its  binding  effeot 
upon  all  coneemed. 

General  Term,  February^  1865. 

Before  Robertson,  CA.  J.,  Monell  and  Oaryin,  Justices* 
This  was  an  action  to  recover  a  deposit  of  $600  made 
upon  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  two  lots  of  land.  The 
contract  provided  that  if  the  title  on  examinatien  should 
prove  insufficient,  the  deposit  should  be  paid  back.  The 
objection  to  the  title  was  that  certain  proceedings  in  the 
supreme  court  for  the  sale  of  the  interests  of  infant  owners 
were  defective- 

J.  E.  Parsons,  far  appellantj  defendarU. 
J.  E.  BuRRiLL,  for  respondent,  plaint^, 

6j  the  court,  Monell,  J.  I  am  unable  to  subscribe  to 
the  views  of  the  learned  chief  justice,  that  the  title  offered 
to  the  plaintiff  was  insufficient,  and  so  doubtful  that  he  had 
a  right  for  that  reason  to  disaffirm  the  sale  and  recover  his 
deposit.  If  the  action  had  been  on  the  equity  side  of  the 
court  to  compel  Reilly  to  take  the  title,  I  should  express 
mj  opinion  of  its  sufficiency  with  much  hesitation.  The 
difficulties  suggested  by  the  chief  justice  would  of  them- 
selves, cause  me  to  hesitate  and  perhaps  to  doubt.  But 
the  action  is  at  law  to  recover  back  the  deposit  upon  a 
reeision  of  th^  contract  of  sale.    And  I  think  the  error  of 
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the  learned  judge  was  in  applying  the  rule  in  equity  instead 
of  the  rule  at  law  to  a  question  involving  the  sufficiency 
or  goodness  of  a  title  to  real  property.  The  court,  in  the 
exercise  of  its  equity  powers,  will  not  compel  an  unwilling 
purchaser  to  take  a  doubtful  title. 

Much  discussion  has  been  had  as  to  what  is  a  doubtful 
title.  If  the  court  is  fully  informed  of  the  facts,  it  must 
know  whether  a  title  is  good  or  bad.  If  the  facts  are  not 
fully  disclosed,  it  may  with  propriety  doubt.  It  is,  liow- 
evei*,  with  practical  certainty  and  practical  doubts  that  the 
court  must  deal.  In  the  language  of  Lord  Hardwicke 
{Lyddal  agt.  Westtmy  2  Atk.  20),  **  the  court  must  govern 
itself  by  a  moral  certainty,  for  it  is  impossible  in  the  nature 
of  things,  that  there  should  be  a  mathematical  certainty 
of  a  good  title.''  Where  the  doubt  of  the  sufficiency  of 
the  title  is  reasonable  and  practical,  the  court  in  its  discre- 
tion will  exqise  performance  by  the  purchaser.  The  rule, 
however,  at  law,  is  quite  different.  There  the  party  dis- 
affirming the  contract  must  satisfy  the  court  that  the  title 
is  absolutely  bad,  and  the  court  must  decide  that  it  is  abso- 
lutely bad,  before  the  party  can  recover.  A  merely  doubts 
ful  title  will  not  do  {Romilly  agt.  James,  6  Taunton^  263). 

The  question  then  arises,  whether  upon  the  facts  in  this 
case  the  title  offered  by  the  defendant  is  bad.  That  is  the 
question  to  be  decided  in  this  case.  I  pass  over  all  of  the 
objections  to  the  title  except  three,  being  satisfied,  for  the 
reasons  so  well  expressed  by  the  chief  justice,  that  they 
are  really  groundless.  The  first  objection  I  shall  notice  is, 
that  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  supreme  court  acquired 
jurisdiction  of  the  proceeding  to  effect  a  sale  of  the 
infants'  interests.  The  power  of  the  court  to  authorize 
the  sale  of  the  real  property  of  infants  is  derived  from  the 
statute,  and  is  not  inherent  in  the  court.  Hence  the  statute 
must  be«trictly  followed,  and  its  terms  fully  complied  with. 
The  language  of  the  statute  (2  R.  S.  194,  §  170,)  is  :  **  Any 
infant  seized  of  any  real  estate    •    •    •    may  by  his  next 
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friend    *     •     •    apply  to  the  court      *      *     *      for  the 
sale/'  Ac. 

The  petition  before  ns  was  by  Isabella  R.  Cochran,  Ac, 
infants  over  the  age  of  fourteen  years,  and  Caroline  Ella 
Cochran,  Ac,  infants  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years,  "  by 
Bayard  Clark,  •  *  •  their  uncle  and  next  friend,  and 
only  male  relative  of  full  age.''  The  petition  is  signed  by 
Bayard  Clark,  without  any  addition  to  his  name  of  next  friend, 
as  respects  the  infants  over  the  age  of  fourteen  years,  and 
by  all  the  infants  in  person.  There  is  nothing  in  the  statute 
prescribing  the  manner  in  which  an  infant  may  apply  to 
the  court.  And  I  see  no  reason  why  he  may  not  by  his 
next  friend  apply  orally.  The  courts  have  established 
rules  on  this  subject,  but  they  are  mere  rules,  which  the 
court  may  in  its  discretion,  at  any  time  disregard  {Dorcas 
agt.  Bungham^  6  Car.  tf  Payne,  248).  The  late  court  of 
chancery  at  an  early  day,  adopted  a  rule  on  this  subject, 
which  subsequently  became  and  continued  the  158  th  stand- 
ing rule  of  that  court,  and  which  required  the  application 
to  be  made  by  petition,  prescribing  its  contents.  But  there 
is  no  doubt  that  the  court  may,  in  a  given  case,  depart 
from  the  rule,  and  allow  the  application  to  be  made  in  some 
other  way,  and  I  can  see  no  reason  why  it  may  not  be  made 
orally,  although  it  probably  would  not  be  wise  to  allow 
such  a  practice.  The  material  question  is,  did  the  infants 
apply  by  their  next  friend  7  The  form  of  the  application 
is  of  no  consequence,  if  the  substance  was  there.  The 
description  in  the  petition  is  clear  :  '*  The  petition  of,  Ac, 
by  their  next  friend."  No  one  can  doubt,  I  think,  that  this 
was  the  application  of  the  infants  by  their  next  friend,  as 
required  by  the  statute.  And  the  supreme  court  having 
determined  that  it  was  sufficient  in  substance,  the  mere 
departure  from  some  prescribed  form  or  rule  of  court  would 
not  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  over  the  application. 
The  case  of  Hj/att  agt.  Seeley  (11  Jf.  Y.  R  52),  is  not 
opposed  to  this  view.     In  that  case  the  order  authorizing 
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the  sale  directed  the  deed  to  be  executed  by  the  guardian 
'*  in  the  name  of  the  infants."  It  was  executed  by  the 
guardian  with  the  designation  of  guardian,  Ac.,  without 
naming  the  infants  in  the  body  of  the  deed  or  elsewhere. 
But  the  court  intimate  that  if  the  deed  had  purported  in 
its  commencement  to  be  made  by  the  infants,  it  would  have 
been  sufficient.  Besides,  that  was  an  application  to  the 
equity  side  of  the  court  to  compel  the  purchaser  to  take 
the  title. 

Second.  It  is  objected  that  the  application  by  Bayard 
Clark,  as  the  next  friend  of  the  infants,  was  improper. 
The  objection,  however,  was  chiefly  that  he  was  a  creditor 
of  the  infants.  That  was  not  an  adverse  interest,  and 
nothing  short  of  an  interest  in  opposition  to  the  interests 
of  the  infants  in  the  property  sought  to  be  sold,  would  dis- 
qualify even  a  special  guardian.  The  statute  does  not  tell 
us  who  is  the  next  friend,  nor  how  he  is  to  be  selected  or 
appointed.  The  158th  rule  of  the  late  court  of  chancery 
said  some  relative  or  friend  might  make  the  application, 
and  in  one  case  (Matter  of  Wkitlock,  32  Bark  48,)  the 
mother  was  deemed  a  suitable  and  proper  person.  In  this 
case  the  next  friend  is  described  as  being  their  uncle  and 
only  male  relative  of  full  age.*  I  cannot  doubt  that  so  near 
a  blood  relation  is  the  next  friend  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.  Infants  being  ntm  std  juris^  cannot  a^t  for 
themselves,  and  the  policy  which  requires  the  interposition 
in  their  behalf  of  a  next  friend,  is  fully  met  by  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  person  selected  will  from  motives  of  love 
and  affection,  be  desirous  to  promote  and  preserve  their 
interest,  and  the  next  friend  may  therefore  well  be  consid- 
ered the  near  friend.  I  can  but  believe  that  any  one  may 
be  the  next  friend,  but  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  as  the 
universal  guardian  of  the  persons  and  estates  of  infants, 
to  scrutinize  closely  the  qualifications  and  disinterestedness 
of  those  who  present  themselves  as  such. 

The  supreme  court  having  entertained  the  application, 
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we  mnftt  presume  that  they  were  satisfied  that  the  next 
friend  was  a  suitable  person  to  apply  for  the  infants.  And 
as  the  statute  does  not  disqualify  him,  I  cannot  see  how 
any  question  can  seriously  be  raised  against  the  validity 
and  regularity  of  the  proceedings  in  that  respect. 

Third.  The  objection  that  the  special  guardian  of  the 
infants  entered  into  a  contract  of  sdle  conjointly  with  the 
adult  owners,  and  that  the  deed  tendered  to  the  plaintiff 
was  in  like  manner  executed  by  the  guardian  jointly  with 
the  other  owners  seems  to  me  to  have  no  foundation.  The 
guardian  could  neither  agree  to  sell,  nor  could  he  convey 
any  other  than  the  infants'  interests.  The  order  autho- 
rised that  and  no  more,  and  to  that  extent  and  no  further, 
did  the  guardian  agree  to  sell,  or  did  ho  convey.  That 
other  parties  owning  other  interests,  joined  in  the  same 
contract  and  deed,  could  not  deprive  either  instrument  of 
its  binding  effect  upon  all  concerned. 

In  looking  throughout  these  proceedings,  I  have  not  been 
able  to  detect  any  departure  from  the  statute.  There  has 
been,  it  seems  to  me,  not  only  a  substantial  but  a  literal 
compliance  with  its  terms.  If  there  was  any  departure,  it 
was  from  some  rule  or  prescribed  form  of  court,  unessential 
(except  as  preserving  uniformity  in  practice),  and  subject 
to  change  at  any  time,  but  in  no  way  impairing  the  validity 
of  the  proceeding.  The  contract  provided  that  if  the  title 
should  be  found  to  be  ''  insufficient,"  the  deposit  should 
be  returned.  No  greater  signification  can  be  given  to  the 
word  "  insufficient,"  than  its  natural  meaning,  namely,  that 
the  title  should  be  adequate,  and  such  as  should  suffice  and 
be  equal  to  the  end  of  vesting  a  good  title  in  the  purchaser. 
The  parties  doubtless  meant  that  if  the  title  was  defective, 
and  the  purchaser  would  not  get  a  good  title,  the  contract 
should  be  at  an  end.  But  they  did  not  mean,  nor  are  the 
words  used  capable  of  the  meaning,  that  the  title  should 
be  absolutely  and  mathematically  proven  to  be  good.  In 
any  aspect  I  can  view  the  case,  I  cannot  conclude  that  the 
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title  18  bad,  or  even  that  there  is,  as  was  said  by  Baron 
Aldehson  (Cattell  agt.  Corrall,  4  F.  4*  C.  Ex.  237),  ''  a  rea- 
sonable, decent  probability  of  litigation  "  about  it. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  conclusion  of  the 
chief  justice  was  erroneous,  and  that  the  judgment  should 
be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the 
event. 

Robertson,  Ch.  J.,  dissenting.  I  have  not  been  able  to 
satisfy  myself  from  anything*  advanced  before  us,  of  the 
absence  of  all  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to 
restore  to  the  plaintiff  his  deposit.  There  seems  to  be  no 
doubt  of  the  title  to  the  land  in  question  of  the  parties  on 
behalf  of  whom,  as  vendors,  the  contract  in  question  was 
made.  Without  reference  to  the  minority  of  some  of  such 
vendors,  the  pendency  of  proceedings  to  authorize  some 
disposition  of  their  interest,  and  the  authority  given  to  a 
special  guardian,  to  sell  or  mortgage  as  he  should  think  fit, 
and  laying  out  of  view  the  fact  that  it  was  made  by  an 
agent,  it  appears  on  its  face  to  be  a  mere  contract  by  own* 
ers  of  land  to  sell  and  convey  it,  giving  a  good  title  there- 
for by  a  certain  day.  By  introducing  such  extraneous  facts, 
not  noticed  in  the  contract,  it  is  sought  to  be  converted 
into  a  mere  contract  by  the  defendant  or  his  principals,  to 
procure  a  conveyance  of  a  good  title  by  a  certain  day, 
which,  of  course,  would  be  entirely  speculative.  To  accom- 
plish this,  the  condition  of  the  return  of  the  deposit  in 
case  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  title  on  examination  is 
brought  down  to  a  mere  absolute  failure  of  title.  The  pro- 
curing of  an  order  from  a  court  authorizing  the  execution 
of  a  conveyance  two  days  befqre  the  time  for  delivering 
it  expired,  and  a  tender  of  such  conveyance  one  day  be- 
fore that  time,  is  claimed  to  be  a  compliance  with  such 
contract,  although  no  time  was  thereby  afforded  for  any 
examination  of  the  title  at  all.  Both  parties  on  the  con- 
trary, treated  the  examination  spoken  of  as  one  to  be  com- 
menced forthwith,  when  of  coarse  the  infancy  of  some  of 
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the  vendors,  the  inchoate  condition  of  the  anthority  to  the 
special  guardian,  and  the  alternative  character  of  the  dispo- 
sition thereby  authorized  as  being  to  sell  or  mortgage, 
might  be  discovered.  Nothing  short  of  prophetic  power 
in  such  case  would  have  enabled  the  pTaintifF  to  discover 
on  his  examination  of  the  title,  whether  the  supreme  court 
would  or  not  authorize  a  sale,  and  confirm  the  contract  in 
question.  The  fact  that  they  did  so,  has  no  bearing  on  the 
question  whether  the  title  thereby  to  be  acquired  was  that 
to  investigate  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled,  as  well  as 
to  a  reasonable  time  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  its  suf- 
ficiency. I  apprehend  that  the  only  legitimate  construction 
of  such  contract  according  to  its  terms,  is  that  the  vendors 
therein  named  undertook  that  they  had  a  good  title,  which 
they  would  be  ready  to  convey  on  or  before  the  succeeding 
first  of  November,  into  an  examination  of  the  sufficiency 
of  which  the  plaintiff  could  forthwith  enter.  And  the  legal 
result  of  it  was,  not  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  wait 
until  the  succeeding  first  of  November  to  ascertain  whether 
a  title  could  then  be  acquired,  which  he  was  bound  to  take 
without  examination,  provided  it  should  eventually  prove 
good,  but  that  if  on  an  immediate  examination  he  could 
find  no  one  authorized  to  give  him  a  title,  he  could  rescind 
the  contract  and  recover  back  his  deposit.  Under  the 
contract  there  was  no  one  from  whom  the  plaintiff  could 
at  any  time  demand  a  conveyance,  and  the  defendant  could 
retain  his  deposit  until  at  least  the  first  of  November,  and 
then  pay  it  back  to  him,  and  thus  rescind  the  contract. 

I  cannot  but  regard  the  word  *^  insufficient,"  as  applied 
to  the  title  in  this  contract,  as  meaning  something  more 
than  defective.  The  warrantv  of  a  good  title,  implied  in 
every  sale  of  lands  (Burtell  agt.  Jackson,  9  JV.  Y.  R.  536), 
was  already  inserted  in  expi^ess  termfl.  And  it  was  stipu- 
lated that  '^  if  the  title  should  on  examination  be  found 
insufficient,"  the  deposit,  with  interest,  was  to  be  returned. 
Some  act  of  examination  was  necessar}%  which  was  to  be 
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done  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  word  '*  insufficient/'  as 
expressive  of  its  result,  did  not  describe  an  absolute  but  a 
relative  defect,  having  regard  to  some  purpose  or  conse- 
quence. Taken  in  connection  with  the  examination  to  be 
made,  it  probably  was  used  in  a  sense  similar  to  unsatis- 
factory to  the  plaintiff  as  a  purchaser,  that  is,  one  to  which 
a  reasonable  objection  could  be  made,  with  which  the  party 
ought  not  to  be  satisfied  {Faven  agt.  Davison^  2  Duer's  i^p. 
158),  and  not  as  an  absolutely  bad  title,  or  none  at  all.  I 
think,  however,  that  the  making  of  the  contract  for  vendors 
incompetent  to  convey  any  title,  the  title  proposed  to  be 
given  by  a  guardian  appointed  in  a  judicial  proceeding, 
whose  authority  to  sell  rested  entirely  on  the  future  discre- 
tionary action  of  the  supreme  court  in  which  such  proceed- 
ing was  pending,  and  against  whose  neglect  or  omission  the 
plaintiff  had  no  redress,  and  the  character  of  the  contract 
being  a  sale  not  yet  sanctioned  by  the  court  in  question, 
and,  therefore,  not  binding  on  the  supposed  vendors,  fonned 
reasonable  grounds  of  objection  to  the  title,  within  the 
meaning  of  such  contract.  Such  objection  was  substan- 
tially stated  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  tender  of  the  deed. 
Upon  either  ground,  therefore,  that  the  contract  was  made 
on  behalf  of  persons  incompetent  to  convey,  and  was  not 
a  mere  covenant  to  procure  a  title  in  future,  or  that  no 
authority  to  convey  was  vested  in  any  one,  thus  rendering 
the  power  of  giving  the  title  agreed  to  be^iven  impossible, 
and  of  course  any  title  that  could  be  given  to  the  plaintiff 
insufficient,  I  think  he  had  a  right  to  rescind  it.  K  the 
examination  of  the  title  was  to  be  made  after  the  acquisi- 
tion of  authority  to  convey,  I  think  the  objections  specified 
in  my  opinion  at  special  term  were  good  grounds  for 
rescinding  the  contract,  as  rendering  the  title  insufficient 
within  its  meaning. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
John  Slosson  agt.  Louisa  Lynch,  Administratrix,  &c. 

The  woids  <<]i«Kt<if  kla,>'  used  HwpUelttr  in  »d«ea  or  wUl»  meaaaoxt  of  Ua 
acoordiiig  to  the  statute  of  distributions,  inolnding  those  oUiming  par  sfirpsc 
or  by  representation. 

'TktEnf^  amet  qf  Bimthif  agt.  Tou>ng,  8  MytM  ^Kun,  780;  mnd  WUty  agt. 
UangUr^  4  B^twen,  S^  i^ffirmed  by  lAs  JEr<n<«s  <2^  Xori{s>  10  Clarkif  FimM^f, 
215,  Ao2<ftag  ^Aa«  tAe  voords,'<  next  qfkin,"  uted  H$HplieU$r,  €tf  toh€  tak/v^*^ 
1M81I  '^fMorsst  <{f  ]d»,*'  disapprwBd.)  * 

JVet0  ForA;  General  Term,  Jfavemher^  1864. 

Before  Leonabjd,  P.  J.,  Ba&na&p  aiu!  SvTBEBSsAKDfJugtkee. 

Appeal  from  judgment  at  special  term. 

Wm.  M.  Evakts,  for  the  defendants  and  appeUaiits,  Jon- 
athan Ogden,  Joh7\  A.  Kemochan  and  Charlotte  W.,  his 
wifcj  and  Henry  P.  Kemochan  and  Grace  TFl,  his  toife. 

Daniel  Lord,  for  the  defendants,  Goelet  and  Joseph 
Ogden, 

By  the  court,  Stttherlani},  J.'  The  subject  of  the  deed 
of  settlement  was  wholly  personal  pro|)erty.  By  the  deed 
of  settlement,  Mrs.  Lawrence  was  to  have  the  income  for 
life,  with  a  certain  power  of  appointment  by  will  or  others 
wise,  in  the  event  of  her  death  before  that  of  her  husband, 
and  in  the  absence  of  any  appointment,  then  the  property 
was  to  go  to  her  issue  then  living,  and  the  children  of  such 
aa  might  be  deceased,  per  stirpes  and  not  per  capita,  and  in 
default  of  such  issue  '*  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  party  of 
the  first  part,"  Charlotte  E.  Ogden,  afterwards  Mrs.  Law- 
rence. Mrs.  Lawrence  died  before  her  husband,  without 
issue,  and  without  having  made  any  appointment. 

At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  settlement,  Mrs. 

Lawrence  had  neither  father,  mother,  nephews  or  nieces, 

but  she  had  two  sisters,  Sarah  Ooelet  and  Grace  W.  Ogden, 

and  one  brother,  Jonathan  Ogden.     The  two  sisters  smv 
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vived  Mrs.  Lawrence,  but  the  brother  died  before  she  did, 
leaving  three  children,  the  defendants,  Jonathan  Ogden, 
Charlotte  W.  Eernochan  and  Grace  W.  Eemochan. 

The  question  was  whether  these  children  of  the  deceased 
brother  were  entitled  to  share  in  the  distribution  of  the 
fund.  The  court  below  held  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  thai 
the  two  sisters  of  Mrs.  Lawrence  were  alone  entitled  to  the 
fund,  and  that  the  children  of  the  deceased  brother  took 
nothing.  From  this  judgment  the  defendants  Jonathan 
Ogdes,  Charlotte  W.  Kemochan  and'Grace  W.  Kernochan 
(their  husbands  joining),  have  appealed.  It  is  evident  that 
the  sole  question  is  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  words  next 
of  kin,  in  that  clause  of  the  settlement  limiting  the  pro- 
perty to  the  next  of  kin,  in  default  of  appointment  and  of 
issue.  Had  we  not  been  referred  to  certain  comparatively 
recent  English  cases  {Elmsley  agt.  Youngs  2  Mylne  4r  K.  780 ; 
and  Witty  agt.  Mangier,  4  Beavan,  358),  affirmed  by  the 
House  of  Lords  (10  Clark  ^  Finnelly,  215),  holding  that  the 
words  ''  next  of  kin,''  used  simpliciter,  are  to  be  taken  to 
mean  *'  nearest  of  kin,"  I  should  probably  have  stated  the 
question  in  the  principal'  case  to  be  whether  the  words 
"  next  of  kin,"  wei%  used  in  the  settlement  in  their  tech* 
nical  statutory  sense,  or  meant. nearest  of  kin;  and  then, 
assuming  that  the  words  *'  next  of  kin,"  used  sianpHciier^ 
had  a  well  known  technical  statutory  meaning,  I  should 
have  contented  myself  with  saying  that  there  being  nothing 
on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  or  in  the  context,  to  show 
that  the  words  were  used  in  a  sense  other  than  the  tecfani* 
cal  statutory  sense^  it  wus  to  be  presumed  the  parties  used 
them  in  that  sense. 

Though  the  English  decisions  referred  to  are  not  obliga- 
tory upon  us,  yet  respect  for  so  high  authority  prevents 
me  from  assuming  that  the  words  '*  next  of  kin,"  used  nm- 
fUctteTj  in  a  limitation  or  disposition  of  personal  property 
by  voice  or  deed,  have  any  technical  statutory  meaning, 
and  I  will  therefore  state  the  question  in  the  principal  case 
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to  be  whether  the  words  "  next  of  kin,"  in  the  limitation 
by  the  deed  of  settlement  in  default  of.  issue,  and  of  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  appointment,  mean  nearest  of 
kin  ?  By  stating  this  to  be  the  question,  I  do  not  assume 
that  the  words  **  next  of  kin,"  u^ed  simpliciterf  have  a 
technical  meaning,  but  I  undertake  to  show  that  they  have 
a  technical  statutory  meaning,  and  that  this  meaning  is  not 
the  nearest  of  kin,  but  those  of  the  kindred  or  relations  by 
blood,  who  in  cases  of  intestacy,  by  the  statute  of  distri* 
butions,  succeed  to  or  share  in  the  intestate's  personal  pro- 
perty ;  and  that  the  words  **  next  of  kin,"  and  the  word 
"distributees,"  under^the  statute,  aVe  not  synonymous, 
but  that  the  words  '^  next  of  kin^"  mean  such  of  the  dis« 
tributees  as  are  of  the  kindred  or  relations  by  blood.  It 
may  be  well  to  refer  to  a  few  of  the  established  rules  in 
construing  wills  and  other  instruments  disposing  of  or  limit' 
ing  property,  before  examining  the  question  in  the  case. 

1.  They  are  »to  be  construed  so  as  to  carry  into  effect 
the  intent  of  the  parties,  to  be  gathered  from  the  whole 
instrument^  so  far  as  such  intent  can  by  law  be  carried  into 
effect. 

2v  Words  are  to  be  taken  in  their  ordinary  popular 
meaning,  and  the  intention  is  not  to  be  defeated  by  the  uee 
or  misuse  of  technical  terms. 

3.  Nevertheless  if  technical  terms  are  used,  it  will  be 
presumed  that  they  are  used  in  their  technical  legal  sense, 
unless  the  context  shows  that  they  were  intended  to  be 
used  in  a  diffisrent  sense.  (De  Kay  agt.  Irving^  5  Denio, 
646 ;  Lane  agt.  Lcyrd  Stanhope,  6  7.  R.  362 ;  Hodgson  agt. 
•Ambrose,  Douglas,  337.) 

In  the  principal  case  there  is  certainly  nothing  in  the 
context  to  show  that  the  words  "  next  of  kin,"  in  the  lim- 
itation to  the  "  next  of  kin,"  were  not  used  in  their  strict 
technical  legal  sense,  if  they  had  any.  On  the  contrary,  I 
think  the  use  of  the  words  "  or  other  next  of  kin,"  in  men- 
tioning theobjects  df  the  power  of  appointment,  and  the  use 
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of  the  technical  term  ftr  sHrpeSf  and  not  per  capiiOj  in  the 
limitation  to  the  issue  of  Mrs.  Lawrence,  and  the  children  of 
such  as  may  be  deceased  previously,  in  the  same  sentence, 
tend  to  indicate  that  the  words  "  next  of  kin,"  in  the  limita- 
tion to  the  next  of  kin  were  used  in  a  technical  sense,  if  they 
had  any.  The  question  then  is,  whether  the  words  "  next  of 
kin,"  simply  had  or  have  the  technical  meaning  above  stated. 
I  think  it  may  be  said  that  they  have  had  thi^ technical  mean- 
ing since  the  statute  of  distributions  (22  and  23  Car.  //,  c.  10), 
and  that  this  statute  originated  and  gave  this  technical  mean- 
ing to  them.  The  word  next,  as  used  in  the  sixth  section  of 
the  statute,  was  not  used  to  express  near  or  nearest  alliance 
by  blood  to  the  intestate,  but  next  in  place  or  order,  to  or 
after  children  and  their  representatives,  previously  men- 
tioned in  the  section.  The  truth  is  that  the  word  next,  as  an 
adjective,  is  rarely  if  ever  used  even  in  conversation,  to 
express  nearness  or  degree  of  nearness  by  blood  or  affection, 
between  another  person  and  the  speaker,  except  as  next 
after,  next  in  order  or  degree  to  some  other  person  previ* 
ously  mentioned.  Certainly  if  one  should*  hear  a  person 
call  another  his  next  friend,  he  would  not  by  these  words 
unexplained,  understand  his  near  or  nearest,  dear  or  dearest 
fsiend  by  affection,  without  reference  to  any  other  person, 
but  he  would  probably  understand  his  next  door  neighbor, 
or  a  friend  next  in  place,  time  or  degree,  to  or  after  some 
other  friend,  or  technically  his  '*  next  friend  "  in  some  legal 
proceeding.  I  suppose  it  will  not  be  denied  that  the  words 
'*  next  friend,"  have  acquired  a  technical  meaning,  which 
originated  in  a  very  old  statute. 

The  word  next  was  not  used  in  the  statute  of  distribu- 
tions to  express  the  relationship  or  the  degree  of  relation- 
ship by  blood  to  the  intestate,  but  as  between  the  children 
and  their  representatives,  and  other  kindred  of  the  intestate, 
the  order  in  which  the  kindred  should  succeed  to  or  share 
in  the  personal  estate.  The  children  and  their  representa* 
tives  are  not  expressly  called  kindred  in  the  statute,  but 
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they  are  impliedly  called  so,  and  so  are  the  legal  represent- 
atives of  the  "  next  of  kindred,"  within  a  certain  limita- 
tion. Now  considering  that  previous  to  this  statute  there 
appears  to  have  been  no  way  of  enforcing  the  distribution 
of  estates  of  intestates ;  that  the  administrator  could  keep 
the  whole  surplus  {Edwards  agt.  Freeman,  2  P.  Wms.  447, 
448*;  2  Black.  Comm.  515)  ;  that  the  statute  may  therefore 
be  said  to  have  first  given  the  right  of  distribution ;  that 
the  statute  regulates  the  distribution  as  between  the  widow 
"^y  the  term  wife,  and  the  kindred,  and  then  the  order  in 
which  kindred  shall  take  or  share ;  first,  children  and  their 
representatives,  and  then  the  next  kindred  in  equal  degree, 
and  their  representatives,  within  a  certain  limitation,  and 
that  the  statute  probably  originated  the  principle  of  repre- 
sentation in  the  succession  to  personal  estates  of  intestates, 
is  it  not  plain  as  the  word  heir  or  heirs  acquired  its  technical 
legal  meaning,  from  the  act  or  fact  of  the  succession  to  estates 
of  inheritance  (ex  hereditate)  by  descent,  that  is  by  law,  so 
the  words  "  next  of  kindred,"  or  "  next  of  kin,"  taken  from 
the  statute  of  distributions,  would  be  likely  after  the  stat- 
ute to  acquire  a  technic&l  legal  meaning  from  the  act  or 
fact  of  succession  under  or  by  the  statute,  and  that  this 
meaning  would  be  likely  to  be  not  synonymous  with  distri- 
butees under  the  statute,  but  the  kindred  or  blood  relations 
(including  those  claiming  by  representation,  but  excluding 
a  widow  as  such),  who  in  fact  had  the  right  of  succession, 
or  the  right  to  share  in  the  distribution  by  the  statute. 

The  whole  history  of  the  administration  of  this  statute 
of  distributions,  and  of  the  statute  1  Jac,  II,  c.  17,  altering 
it  in  certain  respects,  and  of  our  statutes  of  distribution 
(1  JR.  L.  313,  §16 ;  2  Rev.  Stat.  96,  §  76),  shows  that  the 
words  '*  next  of  kin,"  have  acquired  this  technical  meaning. 
The  cases  holding  that  the  widow  as  such,  is  not  included 
in  these  words  used  simpliciter,  nor  the  husband,  where  the 
wife  has  a  power  of  appointment  to  her  next  of  kin,  simply 
show  that  the  words  *'  next  of  kin,"  have  acquired  this 
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technical  meaning.  {Green  agt.  Howard^  1  Bro.  Ch.  JR.  29; 
TTdW.agt.  Watt,  3  Ves.  244;  Garrick  agt.  Lord  Camden  14 
Ves.  381,  382  ;  BaUy  agt.  JTrigA/,  18  Vei.  49;  JTt&on  agt. 
Frazier,  2  ITuTTip.  30 ;  Wright  agt.  Jtfe^A.  i^"^.  CA.  Hoffman^ 
212,  213.) 

No  doubt  these  words  have  been  used  frequently  as 
meaning  distributees  generally,  including  the  widow,  whea 
there  was  no  occasion  .to  discriminate  as  to  the  description 
or  character  by  w^ich  the  distributee  or  distributees 
claimed,  but  when  thus  used,  they  were  used  in  a  secondary, 
statutory  and  technical  sense.  I  doubt  whether  it  can  be 
said  that  these  words  have  ever  acquired  an  ordinary,  pop- 
ular meaning,'8ynonymous  with  nearest  relations  or  nearest 
of  kin.  As  was  pertinently  said  on  the  argument,  no  one 
speaks  of  his  or  another's  dearest  next  of  kin.  Any  one 
would  be  surprised  to  hear  a  sane  person  say  such  a  one 
has  a  next  of  kin  born,  or  another  next  of  kin  born,  or 
has  a  certain  number  of  next  of  kin.  There  has  been  no 
occasion  (the  wants  of  the  language  have  not  required) 
that  the  statutory  word  next  should  supplant  or  be  used 
instead  of  the  word  near  or  neaVest,  to  express  close  or 
closest  alliance  by  blood  or  affection  to  the  speaker.  The 
philosophy  of  language  shows  that  one  word  is  much  more 
likely  in  course  of  time  to  acquire  a  secondary  and  a  variety 
of  secondary  (if  the  expression  is  permissible)  meanings  than 
three  words,  used  in  connection  in  a  particular  manner  and 
for  a  particular  purpose  in  a  statute,  neither  of  which  could 
be  dropped  without  destroying  their  statutory  meaning. 

It  is  easy  to  see  how  the  word  heir  or  heirs,  came  to  have 
a  secondary,  and  perhaps  more  than  one  secondary  meaning. 
First,  ybu  have  heir  or  heirs,  meaning  he  or  they,  who  suc- 
ceed to  estates  of  inheritance  by  descent  by  law ;  then  you 
have  heir  or  heirs,  apparent  or  presumptive,  and  then  you 
have  heir  or  heirs,  with  the  word  apparent  or  presumptive 
dropped,  meaning  a  living  child  or  children.  No  one  would 
be  surprised  at  the  remark  that  A.  B.,  his  neigbor,  has  an 
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beir,  or  another  heir,  or  a  cerCiatin  number  of  heirs.  I  think 
it  maj  be  said  that  all  of  the  English  cases  prior  to  Elmsley 
agt.  Young  {2  MyL  Sc  Keen.),  before  mentioned  (in  1835), 
tended  to  show  that  the  words  "  next  of  kin,"  used  simpli- 
ter,  in  a  will  or  deed,  disposing  of,  settling  or  limiting  per- 
sonal property,  had  this  meaning.  I  am  certainly  safe  in 
saying  that  this  was  the  first  decision  to  the  contrary.  In . 
Roach  agt.  Hammond  {Free,  in  Ch,  401),  the  devise  was  to 
H.  of  all  the  testator's  personal  estate,  for  the  use  of  his 
relations,  without  specifying  any  in  particular,  or  using 
any  other  word  ;  and  it  was  decreed  that  those  relations  . 
(as  I  understand  the  report  of  the  case)  who  by  the  statute 
of  distributions  would  be  entitled  to  personal  estate  in  case 
the  testator  had  died  intestate,  should  take  the  property 
in  the  same  proportions. 

In  Thomas  agt.  Hole  {Cases  in  Eq.  in  temp.  Talbot,  251), 
there  was  a  bequest  of  £500  to  the  relations  of  Elizabeth 
Hole,  to  be  divided  equally  between  them.  At  the  testa- 
tor's death,  Elizabeth  Hole  had  two  brothers  living,  and 
several  nephews  and  nieces.  It  was  determined  first,  that 
the  word  relations  should  be  confined  to  such  relations  as 
were  within  the  statute  of  distributions ;  and  next,  as  the 
testator  had  directed  the  £500  to  be  divided  equally  among 
them,  that  the  brothers,  nephews  and  nieces  take  per  capita. 
This  decision  appears  to  have  governed  the  decisions  in 
Edge  agt.  Salisbury  {Ambl.  70),  and  Isaacs  agt.  Defnez 
{Ibid,  595),  where  the  words  were  "poorest  relations;" 
Widmore  agt.  Woodroffe  {Ibid,  636),  where  the  words  were 
'*  the  most  necessitous  of  my  relations  j"  Harding  agt. 
Glynn  (1  Mk.  469) ;  Wintkome  agt.  Harris  (2  Ves.  527), 
where  the  words  were  **  near  relations ;"  Green  agt.  Houh- 
ard  (1  Bro.  Ch.  R.  28,  Perk,  ed.),  where  the  words  were, 
*'  to  my  own  relations  who  shall  then  be  alive,  share  and 
share  alike ;"  Phillips  agt.  Garth  (3  Bro.  Ch.  R.  64),  where 
the  words  were,  **  to  be  divided  among  next  of  kin,  share 
and  share  alike ;"  Raynor  agt.  Mowbray  {Ibidy  234),  where 
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the  words  were,  '*  to  aDd  among  all  and  every  such  person 
and  persons  who  shall  appear  to  be  related  to  me  only, 
share  and  share  alike ;  Loundes  agt.  Stone  (4  Vet.  649), 
where  the  gift  was  of  a  residue  to  the  testator's  *'  next  of 
kin  or  heir  at  law,  whom  I  appoint  my  executor ''  (the  tes- 
tator in  this  case  leaving  one  brother,  and  by  deceased 
brothers  a  niece  and  several  nephews,  one  of  whom  was 
his  heir  B^t  law,  and  distribution  according  to  the  statute 
being  decreed)  ;  Vatix  agt.  Henderson,  reported  in  note  to 
Horseman  agt.  Henderson  (1  Jac.  4r  Wdl,  387),  where  there 
was  a  legacy  to  A.,  '*  and  failing  him  by  decease  before 
the  testator,  to  his  heirs,"  and  A.  dying  before  the  testator, 
the  legacy  was  decreed  to  belong  to  the  next  of  kin  of  A. 
living  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death ;  Stamp  agt.  Caokt 
(1  Cox,  230),  where  the  words  were,  "  next  relations," 
coupled  with  words  tending  to  show  that  the  testator  meant 
by  **  next  relations,"  sisters,  nephews  and  nieces,  and 
where  Lord  Eenyon  expressly  said,  if  a  testator  makes  a 
bequest  to  his  *'  next  of  kin,"  and  stops  there,  the  statute 
was  the  rule  to  go  by ;  Hinckley  agt.  McLaurens  (1  Myl,  4r 
Keen,  27),  where  the  words  were  "  next  of  kin,"  used  «m- 
pliciter,  in  a  gift  over,  and  where  it  was  held  that  these 
words,  without  any  explanatory  context  showing  a  differ- 
ent intent,  must  be  taken  to  mean  next  of  kin  according 
to  the  statute  of  distributions.  Of  these  cases,  the  last 
and  Phillips  agt.  Garth  (3  JBro.  Ch.  R.),  are  directly  in  point, 
for  in  these  cases  the  words  '*  next  of  kin,"  were  used  simr 
pliciter,  ana  without  any  words  qualifying  them,  as  descrip- 
tive of  the  object  or  objects  of  the  gift.  It  will  be  recol- 
lected that  in  Phillips  agt.  Garth,  the  words  were,  "  to  be 
^  divided  among  next  of  kin,  share  and  share  alike."  Jus- 
tice BuLLER  held  that  the  gift  should  be  divided  per  capita, 
and  noi  per  stirpes,  among  surviving  brothers,  and  nephews 
and  nieces,  representing  deceased  brothers  and  sisters, 
because  the  gift  was  to  *'  next  of  kin,  share  and  share 
alike,"  but  I  do  not  see  that  this  holding  impeaches  the 
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deciaion  as  to  the  technical  meaning  of  the  words  "  next 
of  kin."  The  words  '^  share  and  share  alike,"  did  not 
qualify  the  words  "  next  of  kin,"  as  descriptive  of  the 
objects  of  the  gifL  It  is  probable,  however,  that  the  hold- 
ing that  the  brothers,  nephews  and  nieces  should  take  per 
capita,  led  to  the  doubting  remarks  {Brand(m  agt.  Brandon, 
3  Stoafisi.  319 ;  Garrick  agt.  Lord  Camden,  14  Ves.  385  ; 
and  SmUh  agt.  Campbell,  19  Ves.  404)  about  the  decision 
in  PhiUips  agt.  Garth,  but  those  cases  did  not  call  for  such 
doubts.  In  Brandon  agt.  Brandon,  the  words  of  the  mar- 
riage settlement  were,  *'  to  the  nearest  and  next  of  kin  " 
of  the  wife.  In  Garrick  agt.  Lord  Camden,  the  words  of 
the  residuary  clause  of  the  will  were,  "to  be  divided 
amongst  my  next  of  kin,  as  if  I  had  died  intestate."  In 
Smith  agt.  Campbell,  the  words  of  the  bequest  were,  "  to 
my  nearest  surviving  relations  in  my  native  country,  Ire- 
land." In  none  of  these  cases  were  the  words  "  next  of 
kin,"  used  without  qualifying  words.  In  Brandon  agt. 
Brandon,  the  word  nearest  may  be  said  to  have  qualified 
the  words  "  next  of  kin ;"  in  Smith  agt.  Campbell,  the 
words  "  surviving  relations,"  were  qualified  by  the  word 
nearest,  and  the  subsequent  words.  The  very  question  in 
the  principal  case  is  whether  the  words  **  next  of  kin," 
used  Hmpliciter,  mean  nearest  of  kin,  and  that  was  the 
question  in  Elmsley  agt.  Young  (2  Myl.  tf  K.  780),  reversing 
the  decision  of  the  master  of  the  «rolls  in  the  same  case 
{Ibid,  82),  and  overruling  Phillips  agt.  Garth,  and  Hinckley 
agt.  McLaurens.  In  Garrick  agt.  Lord  Camden,  the  addi- 
tional words,  "  as  if  I  had  died  intestate,"  left  no  room 
for  doubt.  If  in  the  principal  case,  the  words  "  as  if  she 
had  died  intestate,"  had  been  added  to  the  words  *'  the 
next  of  kin  of  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,"  we  never 
should  have  had  this  case  before  us.  In  1  Maddock,  31, 
Anonymous,  and  in  Wimbles  agt.  Pitcher  (12  Ves.  433),  where 
the  words  were,  "  next  of  kin  in  equal  degree,"  the  deci- 
sions went  upon  the  additional  words  in  equal  degree.     In 
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CoUon  agt.  Scarancke  (1  Maddock^  ^b)^  where  the  words  in 
a  limitation  by  settlemeDt  were,  '*  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
fiaid  Anne  Parr,  her  own  blood  and  family,  as  if  she  had 
died  sole  and  unmarried,''  it  weus  held  that  the  next  of  kin 
took  as  under  the  statute  of  distributions. 

I  will  refer  to  a  few  cases  prior  to  Eltnsley  agt.  Youngs 
where  other  general  words  were  used  as  descriptive  of  the 
object  or  objects  of  the  limitation,  devise  or  bequest  In 
Robinson  agt.  Smith  (6  Simons^  47),  the  testator  bequeathed 
£700  to  his  daughter's  husband,  his  executors,  &c.,  in  trust, 
to  pay  the  interest  to  his  daughter,  for  her  separate  use 
for  life ;  after  her  death  to  such  persons  as  she  should 
appoint  by  will,  and  in  default  of  appointment  to  ^*  her 
personal  representatives;"  and  it  was  held  that  her  next 
of  kin,  to  the  exclusion  of  her  husband,  were  entitled  to 
the  £700  (see  also  Baines  agt.  Otley^  1  Simons,  465).  In 
Crosby  agt.  Clare  {AmbL  397),  and  Parsons  agt.  Baker  (18 
Ves.  476),  the  general  word  was  descendants,  but  that  was 
qualified  by  other  words,  so  as  to  show  that  a  class  of  de- 
scendants was  meant.  In  neither  of  these  cases  was  there 
any  question  of  claiming  by  representation.  In  Butler  agt. 
Stratton  (3  Bro.  Ch.  R.  367),  the  legacy  was  to  the  descend* 
ants  of  A.  and  B.  equally,  and  it  was  held  that  the  children 
and  grandchildren  took  per  capita.  In  Wright  agt.  Mkyns 
(1  Tur*  4r  Russ,  143),  it  was  held  that  under  an  immediate 
devise  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  **  my  family,"  the  heir 
at  law  of  the  testator  is  entitled  in  remainder  (see  the  opis^ 
ion  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  this  case^  158  to  164). 

I  think  it  may  be  said  that  hot  one  of  the  cases  prior  to 
the  decision  in  Mmsley  agt.  Young  (2  MyL  tf  K.  780),  inter- 
feres with  the  decisions  in  Phillips  agt.  Grarih  and  ISnckUy 
agt  McLaurens,  but  that  most  of  them  tend  forcibly  to  sup- 
»port  these  decisions  ;  but  it  is  not  to  be  denied  that  as  the 
views  of  the  Lords  Commissioners  in  Elmsley  agt  Young, 
were  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Witty  agt  Mangier 
(10  Clark  If  Finnelly,  215),  it  may  be  said  to  be  now  estab 
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lisbed  in  England  that  the  words  ^'  next  of  kin,"  when 
naed  simpliciter,  as  descriptive  of  the  object  of  a  beqnest 
or  of  a  limitation  of  personal  property  in  a  marriage  set- 
tlement, without  any  reference  to  the  statute  of  distribu- 
tions, or  any  words  in  the  context  to  show  a  diflFerent  mean- 
ing, must  be  taken  to  mean  **  nearest  of  kin,''  but  Lord 
Campbell  said  in  substance,  that  he  concurred  in  this 
decision  with  great  reluctance ;  that  they  were  driven  to 
put  a  construction  upon  the  terms  "  which  could  not  by 
possibility  have  entered  into  the  contemplation  of  the  par- 
ties, or  the  gentleman  who  framed  "  the  settlement ;  that 
the  law  had  '*  by  some  bad  luck  got  into  a  strange  state,'' 
and  that  upon  the  whole,  it  seemed  to  him  that  greater 
mischief  would  ensue  *'•  from  shaking  or  overturning  that 
case  of  Elmsley  agt.  Yoftmg^  than  by  adhering  to  it."  He 
further  said :  '*  If  I  had  to  decide  Elmsley  agt.  Youngs  I 
should  certainly  have  hesitated  a  good  deal  before  I  came 
to  the  decision  that  was  pronounced  by  those  very  learned 
judges,  the  then  Lorbs  Cohmissionebs." 

I  think  the  decision  in  Elrnsley  agt.  Youngs  by  the  Loedb 
Commissioners,  shows  that  the  greatest  judicial  mind  is 
liable  to«fall  into  a  rut,  and  when  it  does,  common  sense 
teaches  that  its  very  load  of  learning  tends  to  keep  it  in. 
In  my  opinion  there  is  nothing  in  the  opinions  of  the  Lords 
Commissioners  in  Elmshy  agt.  Youngs  or  in  the  opinion  of 
Lords  Cottenham  and  Campbell,  in  Witty  agt.  Mangier, 
which  shows  that  the  decisions  in  these  cases  should  be 
adopted  or  followed  here.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  in 
this  state  deciding  the  question  in  the  prinipal  case.  The 
last  sentence  in  the  second  paragraph  of  the  head  note  in 
Wright  et  al.  agt.  Thrustees  of  Methodist  Episcopal  Church 
{Hoffmanns  Ch.  R.  202),  is  wholly  unauthorized.  It  was 
not  decided  in  the  case,  and  there  was  no  occasion  to 
decide  that  the  phrase  '*  next  of  kin,"  when  used  rimplidr 
ter,  does  not  mean  those  entitled  under  the  statute  of  dis- 
tributions, but  the  next  in  blood.     It  was  held  in  that  case 
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that  the  legacy  to  Enphemia  Murray  did  not  lapse,  but  that 
her  next  of  kin  took.  She  left  children,  but  no  grandchil- 
dren. There  was  no  claim  by  representation  or  ptr  sHrpa. 
Yice-Chancellor  Hoffman  refers  to  the  decision  of  the 
Lords  Gommissionebs  in  ElmsUy  agt.  Young,  but  he  says 
that  the  decision  did  not  interfere  with  his  decision,  and 
it  clearly  did  not. 

In  Drake  agt.  Pell  (3  Edward's  Ch.  251),  the  words  "  heirs, 
devisees,  or  legal  representatives  of  the  child  so  dying,'' 
were  held  to  mean  '^  next  of  kin  "  of  the  child  so  dying, 
the  subject  of  the  gift  being  money.  There  was  no  claim 
per  stirpes  or  by  representation,  in  this  case.  In  Dondnick 
agt.  Sayre  (3  Sandf.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.),  there  was  a  devise  by 
Dominick  of  eight  lots  of  land  to  the  testator's  daughter 
Margaret,  for  life,  with  power  to  give  the  same  by  deed  or 
will  to  any  of  the  main  descendants  of  the  testator's  family 
of  the  name  of  Dominick.  The  daughter  by  her  will 
devised  the  lots  to  male  descendants  of  the  testator  by  the 
name  of  Dominick,  and  among  them  she  gave  to  her  nephew 
John  Jacob,  son  of  her  deceased  brother  Jacob  F.,  two  of 
the  lots.  The  nephew  died  before  his  aunt,  whereby  the 
devise  to  him  lapsed,  and  thereby  the  legal  esta^  to  the 
two  lots  became  vested  in  the  residuary  devisees  of  the 
original  testator  and  their  heirs,  subject  to  the  execution 
by  the  court  of  chancery  of  the  power  so  given  to  the 
daughter.  The  only  male  descendants  of  the  family  of  the 
testator  of  the  name  of  Dominick,  were,  as  I  understand 
the  facts,  grandsons  of  the  testator,  and  sons  of  two  of  the 
grandsons,  and  it  was  held  that  all  the  male  descendants 
were  entitled  to  take  per  capita,  and  not  per  stirpes.  This 
decision  wae^  probably  right,  for  it  might  be  said  that  the 
power  of  appointment  given  to  the  daughter  was  limited 
to  a  class  of  the  testator's,  descendants,  that  is,  his  male 
descendants  of  his  family  by  the  name  of  Dominick ;  but  I 
have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  in  my  opinion,  a  devise 
to  A.  B.  for  life,  remainder  to  his  descendants  or  to  "  my 
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descendants/'  nrnpUeiter^  should  and  would  be  held  to  be 
a  devise  to  A.  B.  for  life»  remainder  to  the  heirs  at  law  of 
A.  B.,  or  of  the  testator.  In  either  case  I  think  the  word 
descendants  would  be  held  to  mean  ^'  heirs  at  law  ;"• 
whether  the  heirs  at  law  would  be  deemed  to  take  bv 
descent  or  under  the  devise,  is  another  question.  Since 
the  statute  (3  and  4  WiUiam  IV,  c.  106),  no  doubt  in 
England  'the  heir  would  be  deemed  to  take  in  the  character 
of  devisee  {see  4  Kent's  Com.  5th  ed.  412,  note  c). 

In  Phyfe  agt.  Phyfe  (3  Bradford,  45),  there  was  a  bequest 
to  sons  *'and  their  legal  representatives,"  adding  ''the 
legal  representatives  or  children  of  my  said  sons  to  receive 
such  part  only,"  &c.,  and  it  was  held  that  the  words  ''legal 
representatives,"  meant  the  children,  and  not  the  "  next 
of  kin  "  of  the  sons,  and  that  substitution  was  not  intended 
beyond  the  children  of  the  sons.  This  decision  evidently , 
went  on  the  additional  words  "  or  children,"  &o  {see  aba  < 
Barstow  agt.  Croodurin,  2  Bradford,  413).  In  McCuUock  agt. 
Lee  (7  Ohio,  15),  the  question  was  between  the  mother  and 
aunt  of  a  child,  under  a  statute  regulating  the  descent  of 
lands.  The  words  of  the  statute  were:  "If  there  be  no 
brothers  or  sisters,  or  their  legal  representatives,  the  estate 
shall  pass  to  the  next  of  kin,  and  of  the  blood  of  the 
intestate,"  and  it  was  held  that  the  mother  took.  I  do  not 
see  how  it  could  have  been  held  otherwise,  considering  the 
additional  words,  -"  and  of  the  blood,"  &c.,  and  the  extra- 
ordinary use  of  the  words  "  next  of  kin,"  in  a  statute  regu- 
lating the  inheritance  of  lands.  See  also  McJfeiiledge  agt. 
Qalhraith  (8  Serg.  4r  R.  40),  and  McJfeiUedge  agt.  Barely 
(11  Serg.  4r  B.  103),  where  the  devise  of  real  and  personal 
property  was  to  testator's  wife,  "and  at  her  decease  to  be 
divided  between  hers  and  my  poor  relations  equally." 

It  is  evident  that  all  that  has  been  said  about  the  English 
statutes  applies  to  our  statutes  of  distribution,  especially 
to  our  present  statute  (2  Ruty.  Stat  96,  97,  §  75),  which  was 
worded  with  much  more  precision  and  distinctness  than 
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the  English  statute.  Perhaps  the  remark  in  the  fore  part 
of  this  opinion,  that  the  English  statute  of  distribntions 
originated  and  gave  a  technical  meaning  to  the  words  "  next 
of  kin/'  requires  explanation.  I  meant  that  the  statute 
originated  and  gave  the  technical  meaning  contended  for, 
with  reference  to  the  succession  to  or  the  distribution  of 
the  personal  property  of  intestates ;  I  did  not  metm  that 
the  statute  originated  the  phrase  next  of  kin. 

-  A  statute  of  31  Edward  III,  provided  that  in  cases  of 
intestacy  *^  the  ordinaries  shall  depute  of  the  next  and 
most  lawful  friends  of  the  dead  person  intestate,  to  admin- 
ter  his  goods.''  Lord  Coke  in  Henshe^s  case  (9  Coke,  39), 
speaking  of  the  statute  says,  **  next  and  most  lawful 
friends,"  meant  the  next  of  blood.  The  statute  of  21 
Henry  VIII,  chap.  5,  provided  that  in  case  any  person  die 
intestate,  or  that  the  executors  named  in  any  testament 
refused  to  prove  it,  the  ordinary  should  grant  administra* 
tion  '*  to  the  widow  of  the  deceased,  or  to  the  next  of  kin, 
or  to  both,  as  by  the  discretion  of  the  ordinary  shall  be 
thought  good."  Lord  Gok£  in  speaking  of  this  statute  in 
Hintloe^s  casCy  just  cited,  says  that  it  gave  power,  to  the 
ordinary  to  commit-  administration  to  the  next  of  blood ; 
but  how  palpably  unauthorized  the  conclusion  {Cooper  agt 
Denison^  13  SUmonSy  295,  296)  from  this  that  long  after  the 
statute  of  distributions,  the  words  next  of  kin  and  next  of 
blood,  were  synonymous ;  the  very  point  insisted  on  being 
that  the  words  next  of  kin,  were  likely  to  acquire  and  had 
acquired  a  technical  meaning  in  consequence  of  that  statute. 
It  is  not  probable  that  Miss  Ogden,  when  she  executed 
the  settlement,  thought  of  the  meaning  of  the  words  '*next 
of  kin."  It  was  natural  that  she  should  think  of  her  anti* 
cipated  issue  and  their  children.  She  takes  care  of  them 
by  a  special  limitation.  If  she  thought  of  her  brothers 
and  sisters,  why  did  she  not  take  care  of  them  by  a  special 
limitation  ?  It  is  evident  that  the  settlement  was  drawn 
with  technical  precision,  by  one  well  acquainted  with  the 
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technical  meaning  of  legal  terms  and  phrases.  He  must  be 
presumed  to  have  inserted  the  words  "  next  of  kin,"  in 
the  limitation,  to  *'  the  next  of  kin  of  the  said  party  of  the 
first  part,"  with  knowledge  of  their  technical  meaning,  if 
they  had  any,  and  the  parties  by  the>f^  execution  of  the 
settlement  must  be  presumed  to  have  adopted  them  with 
such  technical  meaning ;  and  as  I  cannot  say  that  I  have 
a  doubt  that  those  words  used  simpliciter,  meant  and  mean 
next  of  kin,  under  or  according  to  the  statute  of  distribu- 
tions, including  those  claiming  per  stirpes,  or  by  represen- 
tation! my  conclusion  is  that  the  judgment  of  the  special 
term  should  be  reversed,  with  costs  of  all  parties  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  fund  to  be  distributed,  and  that  we  should 
declare  that  the  defendants,  the  three  children  of  Mrs. 
Lawrence's  deceased  brother,  are  entitled  to  the  share  of 
the  fund  which  their  father  would  be  entitled  to  were  he 
living.  We  would  not  be  justified  in  rendering  blind  obe- 
dience to  authorities  however  respectable  or  high,  which 
have  neither  the  force  of  constitutional  obligation,  nor 
state  nor  national  judicial  precedent  or  approval. 

I  will  say  in  conclusion,  partly  by  way  of  excuse  for  this 
rather  elaborate  examination  of  a  question  which  unem* 
barrassed  by  cases  would  appear  to  be  so  simple,  that  I 
find  in  a  deservedly  popular  law  dictionary  (Burriirs)  the 
words  '^  next  of  kin,"  defined  first  and  most  prominently 
'^  nearest  of  blood  "  {prochein  du  saunk) ;  and  even  Judge 
Stort,  in  his  Eq.  Juris,  {vol.  2,  §  1065,  i),  says,  *^  next  of 
kin"  is  sometimes  construed^ to  mean  **next  of  blood,  or 
nearest  of  blood,"  citing  Witty  agt.  Mangier  (10  Clark  tf 
Fin.  supra),  without  one  word  of  comment,  or  of  approval 
or  disapproval. 
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Peter  R.  Strong  agt.  Mart  E.  Strong. 

In  AH  aotion  of  divorce  for  adultery,  the  defendant  on  showing  the  oourt  a  nason- 
able  proipeot  of  establishing  the  defenoe,  may  have  leare  to  amtnd  or  JUe  a 
MypphmsnUU  answer,  by  setting  up  the  defence  of  aduUfy  against  tiie  pl^a- 
tiff|  having  discovered  the  faet  after  the  iames  in  the  oanie  were  tot  Jeinad* 

Special  Term,  January,  1865. 

This  is  an  application  to  amend  or  file  a  supplemental 
answer  alleging  adultery  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
fact  having  been  discovered  after  the  issues  were  first 
joined. 

McCuNN,  J.  Under  section  173  of  the  Code,  the  court 
has  full  discretion  on  the  subject  where  it  is  in  fxirtherance 
of  justice,  and  where  such  amendments  are  clearly  m^de 
in  good  faith.  {Cartledge  agt.  Cartledge,  8  Jur.  Jf.  S.A93] 
Smith  agt.  Smith,  4  Paige's  Rep,  435.)  Although  amend- 
ments owing  to  laches  may  be  refused  in  other  cases,  yet 
in  actions  for  divorce  the  privilege  of  amending  so  as  to 
set  up  a  vali-d  defence,  is  not  only  allowable  at  any  time 
before  trial,  but  the  court  should  of  its  own  motion,  require 
any  valid  defence  to  be  interposed  of  which  it  had  any 
knowledge  {Smith  agt.  Smith,  4  Paige,  425). 

The  contract  of  marriage  differs  from  all  other  contracts ; 
its  continuance  does  not  depend  on  the  will  or  consent  of 
the  parties.  Public  policy  forbids  that  it  should  be  judi- 
cially dissolved,  unless  there  be  in  fact  an  adequate  cause 
for  its  dissolution ;  the  courts  will  not  permit  a  marriage 
t0|be  dissolved  in  consequence  of  the  negligence  or  colla- 
sion  of  the  parties.  The  statutes  declare  (3  R.  S.  &th  td. 
p.  236,  §  55)  that  although  the  offence  charged  be  estab- 
lished, yet  if  condonation  or  adultery  by  plaintiff  appear, 
the  plaintiff  shall  not  obtain  a  divorce,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enforcing  this  policy,  the  courts  have  invariably 
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compelled  parties  to  allege  in  their  complaints  the  non- 
existence of  every  defence  named  in  the  statute  {SmiihdLgt. 
SmUA,  4  Paige^s  Rep.  435,  4S6),  In  the  case  last  cited, 
the  court  of  chancery  laid  down  as  a  rule  the  principle  that 
the  sacred  ties  of  marriage  cannot  be  dissolved  by  consent 
or  negligence,  when  a  good  and  valid  defence  exists,  and 
the  cases  in  the  English  courts  are  numerous  in  establishing 
this  doctrine.  So  jealous  are  the  English  people  of  any 
encroachments  on  the  sacred  obligations  of  marriage,  that 
the  statute  of  2S  and  24  Yiotoria,  chap.  144,  was  passed, 
making  it  the  duty  of  the  crown's  proctor  to  intervene  in 
case  he  suspects  collusion  between  the  parties ;  indeed  the 
statutes  of  Victoria  above  cited,  go  so  far  as  to  allow  a 
etraoger  after  interlocutory  judgment,  to  appear  and  show 
cause  why  final  judgment  should  not  be  pronounced,  by 
reason  of  any  collusion  between  the  parties,  or  that  mate* 
ml  facts  have  not  been  brought  before  the  court,  and  the 
M^t  declares  that  the  decree  shall  not  be  made  absolute  in 
the  first  instance,  but  that  a  time  not  less  than  three  mouths 
shall  be  fixed  by  the  court  to  allow  parties  to  come  in  and 
show  cause  why  the  divorce  should  not  be  granted.  Under 
the  English  statutes  the  courts  will  receive  evidence  of 
the  chai^  of  collusion  at  any  time  after  verdict  and  before 
final  judgment,  and  any  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant to  make  the  proper  defence,  such  as  adultery,  is  acted 
upon  in  the  same  manner.  {Pollock  agt.  Pollock^  8  Jur.  Jf. 
8.  1230 ;  Lautuor  agt.  Lautuor,  Bl  Law  Jur.  JV*.  S.  Prol. 
fMt.  and  ad.  p.  66 ;  S.  C.  2  Swabey  4*  l^isfs  Dw.  Cases^ 
624 ;  BoulUm  agt.  BouUon,  2  Swabey  tf  Trisfs  Rep.  pp.  405, 
638,  639.) 

Chancellor  Walworth,  in  the  case  of  Smith  agt.  Smith, 
in  laying  down  a  similar  doctrine,  held  that  the  court  will 
of  its  own  motion  act  in  such  cases,  and  see  that  all  valid 
reasons  for  not  granting  a  divorce  be  fairly  brought  before 
it.  The  reason  why  courts  have  pursued  this  course  is, 
that  marriage  is  a  contract  of  a  peculiar  nature,  and  they 
Vol.  XXVni.  28 
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have  always  looked  upon  it  as  a  sacred  ordinance,  having 
its  origin  in  the  divine  and  natural  law,  differing  from  all 
other  contracts,  for  the  rights  and  obligations  arising  from 
it  are  not  left  entirely  to  be  regulated  by  the  agreement 
of  the  parties,  but  are  to.  a  certain  extent,  controlled  bj 
matters  of  municipal  regulations,  over  which  the  parties 
have  no  control ;  unlike  other  contracts,  it  cannot  be  dis- 
solved by  mutual  consent,  and  it  subsists  in  full  force  even 
though  the  parties  are  possessed  of  incurable  insanity,  and 
the  state  will  not  allow  it  to  be  dissolved  except  upon  the 
complaint  of  an  innocent  party,  and  for  the  crime  of  the 
other  party.  Innocence  on  one  side  and  guilt  on  the  other 
are  alike  indispensable. 

In  this  case  opposing  affidavits  have  been  introduced  to 
impeach  the  proposed  amendments,  and  I  think  at  this  stage 
of  the  proceedings  it  would  be  improper  for  me  to  pass 
upon  the  question  of  the  veracity  of  the  witnesses,  espe- 
cially  in  a  case  of  this  nature.  Witjiesses  on  both  aides 
in  this  class  of  cases  are  generally  persons  of  tarnished 
reputation,  for  other  witnesses  can  very  rarely  be  obtained, 
and  it  is  undoubtedly  the  province  of  the  jury  to  pass  upoa 
the  truth  or  falsity  of  their  testimony.  My  duty  on  this 
motion  is  simply  to  ascertain  whether  the  defendant  has  a 
reasonable  prospect  of  establishing  one  of  her  recrimina- 
ting charges ;  if  I  think  she  has,  this  alone  will  give  her 
the  right  to  amend.  In  the  early  part  of  the  proceedings 
the  defendant  had  a  perfect  right  to  interpose  this  defence, 
if  she  had  known  the  facts  alleged.  The  plaintiff  is  not 
therefore  prejudiced,  and  her  non-compliance  with  the  rules 
of  order  in  matter  of  practice,  I  am  satisfied,  did  not  arise 
from  any  disrespect  to  the  court  or  from  any  contempt  of 
the  law. 

The  amendment  should  be  allowed. 
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Washington  Life  Insurance  Gompant  agt.  Laweence,  and 

others. 

An  action  for  an  inUrpUad$r  under  the  Code,  must  take  the  same  eonne  and  he 
gOTemed  by  the  same  rales  which  controlled  in  chancery  in  such  caces.  No 
order  granting  the  relief  prayed  for  can  he  made  until  alter  all  the  defendants 
hare  failed  eilftier  to  demur  or  amwtr  within  the  time  allowed  by  the  Code  for 
an  answer  or  demurrer  to  be  served. 

JVew?  York  Special  Term,  Mapch,  1865. 

Be/ere  Barnard,  Justice. 

The  plaintiff  had  commenced  an  action,  which  in  the 
former  chancery  practice  wonld  have  been  a  bill  of  inter- 
pleader, and  he  now,  before  the  time  to  answer  the  com- 
plaint has  expired,  makes  a  motion  for  an  order  that  the 
relief  prayed  for  in  his  complaint  be  granted  to  him. 

Barnard,  J.  I  think  this  order  cannot  be  granted.  If 
a  plaintiff  chooses  to  commence  an  action  of  interpleader, 
that  action  mnst  be  goFeraed  by  the  practice  and  rales 
which  obtained  in  chancery  in  snch  cases.  By  that  prac- 
tice no  such  order  as  the  one  asked  for  could  be  granted 
until  after  the  bill  had  been  taken  pro  confesso  as  against 
all  the  defendants.  Up  to  that  time  the  defendants  had  a 
right  to  come  in  and  demur  to  or  answer  the  bill,  and  the 
issues  raised  by  the  demurrer  or  answer  were  then  disposed 
of  in  the  ordinary  manner  of  disposing  of  issues ;  if  the 
plaintiff  succeeded  on  the  issues,  then  he  obtained  his  relief 
by  the  decree  made  thereon.  An  action  under  the  Code 
for  an  interpleader,  must  take  the  same  course.  The  de- 
fendants have  a  right  within  twenty  days  after  the  service 
of  the  summons  and  complaint  on  them  to  present  their 
objections  and  defences  to  the  complaint  and  the  relief 
thereby  asked,  either  by  demurrer  or  answer. 

An  order  granting  such  relief  can  only  be  made  after  all 
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the  defendants  have  failed  either  to  demur  or  answer  within 
the  time  allowed  by  the  Code  for  an  answer  or  demurrer 
to  be  served.  On  this  ground,  without  considering  the 
other  objections  urged,  I  think  the  motion  should  be  dis- 
missed, with  costs.  The  plaintiff,  however,  may  apply  ex 
parte  for  an  injunction. 


-M- 


SUPRBMB  COUKT. 

Albert  Cotes  and  another,  two  of  the  Executors  of,  Ac., 
of  BBHjTAMiir  Rathbdn,  deceased,  agt  Laura  Carroll, 
Janb  M.  Bathbun  and  George  L*  Ratbbuv,  impleaded 
with  Ahprew  B.  Smith,  Minerva  E.  Wood,  Louisa  Ratb> 
BUN  and  Calvin  P.  Smith,  one  oi  the  Ezecntors,  Ac., 
appellants. 


wh6r«  MTeral  bein  and  deriiMt  el*imiaf  oadw  tbe  will  are  nftdt  d«f«iidABtiy 
and  a  deoree  or  judgment  of  ibe  oovrt  if  prononneed  aUowing  tbe  olaimt  of  eone 
«f  the  defei^aBti  as  agaiait  tbe  oCbiVi^  tbe  latter  defeadaato  m.  briagiagaa 
0gpeal  from  tbe  jadgment  fai  order  t^  effeet  tbeii  appeal,  mnat  aoi  vaij  eerre 
their  notiee  of  appeal  and  other  papen  upon  tbe  plaintiffs,  bat  alM>  vpon  tbe 
d^^ndmt§whi>kav€$9UMi$h$dth§ir€iaim9mnd«tth%'min,9iM  tbeie  defrndaati 
ace  tbe  *' ud»9rH  farty,'*  within  tbe  meaaiiig  ef  tbe  Code  {§  tXI). 

Where  tneb  adTene  defendant  are  not  lerred  with  notiee  of  appeal,  Ac.*  to 
effeetnate  tbe  appeal  as  to  them,  bat  their  attorney  is  serred  with  eof^ies  of  tbe 
eaae  and  notiee  of  argoment,  on  bringing  tba  ai^eal  to  a  bearing*  tbe  attomy 
thos  served,  may  on  motion,  have  tbe  eaose  strieken  itom  tbe  ealendar  at 
respeots  the  defendants  he  appears  for,  with  ooefes. 

Tbe  eoort  has  no  power  to  allow  an  appeal  to  1m  taken  after  tbe  time  Kulted  in 
tbe  Code  for  bringing  an  a^^.  Nor  baa  it  any  power  to  extend  tbe  time  It 
appeal.  And  seetion  S27  of  the  Code  only  allows  an  amindmtnt,  whore  iMfies 
df  tppeai  §katt  bove  bMfi  gfvea  in  good  faith,  Ao. ;  it  applies  to  aets  o«b«r  than 
tbe  eerrioe  of  notine  of  appeal  (Balook,  /.,  MtMaisf). 

Broome  General  Term^  January,  1865. 
Present  Parker,  P.  /.,  Balcom  and  Mason,  Justices. 
This  action  was  commenced  by  the  plaintiffs,  two  of  the 
axecutors  of  Benjamin  Bathbnn,  to  obtain  a  judicial  con- 
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struction  of  his  will.  The  defendants  Laura  Carroll,  Jane 
M.  Rathbnn  and  George  L.  Rathbun  (only  children  of 
Charles  Rathbon,  a  son  of  deceased),  appeared  by  Coun- 
tryman A  Moak,  and  the  defendants  Andrew  R.  Smith, 
Minerva  E.  Wood,  Calvin  P.  Smith  and  Louisa  Rathbun, 
by  D.  G.  Bates,  Esq. 

The  case  was  tried  at  the  Otsego  special  term,  in  July, 
1861.  The  principal  questions  litigated  were:  Ist 
Whether  the  defendant  George  L.  Rathbun,  under  the 
second  and  third  clauses  of  the  will,  on  arriving  at  twenty- 
one  years  of  age,  took  the  accumulated  rents  of  the 
Wheeler  farm;  anci  2d.  Whether  the  defendants  Laura 
Carroll  and  Jane  M.  Rathbun,  were  entitled  to  the  interest 
on  tlie  $2,000  bequeathed  to  each  by  the  third  clause, 
invested  on  interest  by  the  plaintiffs.  The  defendants 
represented  by  Mr.  Bates,  claimed  the  rents  and  such  inter- 
est went  into  the  residuum.  The  court  held  that  George 
L.  Rathbun  took  the  rents,  and  Laura  Carroll  and  Jane  M. 
Rathbun,  were  entitled  to  such  interest.  Judgment  was 
perfected  in  Otsego  county  clerk's  office  accordingly,  Feb- 
ruary 5th,  1864.  February  27th,  the  four  defendants  who 
appeared  by  Mr.  Bates,  by  a  notice  of  appeal  directed  to 
the  clerk  and  the  attorney  for  the  defendants  only,  appealed 
as  against  the  plaintiffs.  March  l7th,  the  costs  of  the 
defendants  were  adjusted,  and  inserted  in  the  entry  of  judg- 
ment. On  the  13 til  of  April,  the  three  defendants  who 
appeared  by  Countryman  &  Moak,  served  upon  Mr. Bates, 
the  attorney  for  the  four  other  defendants,  a  copy  of  the 
judgment,  with  the  signature  of  '^D.  A.  Avery,  county 
clerk  of  Otsego  county,"  thereto,  and  a  notice  of  such 
judgment,  telling  him  it  was  done  to  limit  the  time  for  his 
clients  to  appeal,  and  that  they  understood  the  law  to  be 
that  if  his  clients  desired  to  affect  the  rights  of  theirs,  as 
determined  by  the  judgment,  his  clients  must  appeal  as 
against  theirs.  He  claimed  he  had  examined  the  law  and 
fiAouId  not  appeal  as  against  them.    No  proposed  case  or 


438  ^^^^  ^^KK  PBAOTIGE  REPORTS. 

CoUfl  «gt.  Carroll. 

exceptioDB  was  ever  served  upon  or  settled  as  against 
Countryman  &  Moak,  nor  was  any  notice  of  appeal  served 
upon  them.  November  tth,  Mr.  Bates  served  upon  Coun- 
tryman &  Moak  what  purported  to  be  three  copies  case 
and  notice  of  argument  thereof  for  November  general  term 
at  Binghamton.  They  returned  same,  and  on  behalf  of 
their  clients  moved  at  that  term  to  strike  the  cause  from 
the  calendar.  The  court  intimated  this  must  be  done,  and 
Mr.  Bates  thereupon  asked  leave  to  appeal  for  his  clients 
as  against  those  of  Countryman  &  Moak. 

D.  C.  Bates,  for  appellants. 

J.  E.  Dewey,  for  plaintiffs. 

N.  C.  Moak,  for  defendants  Laura,  Jane  M.  and  George  L. 

I.  If  the  defendants  represented  by  Mr.  Bates,  desired 
to  affect  the  rights  of  those  who  appeared  by  Countryman 
&  Moak,  they  were  obliged  to  appeal  as  against  them.  It 
would  be  strange  indeed,  if  they  were  necessary  parties  to 
the  action,  and  yet  as  soon  as  they  had  established  their 
rights  could  be  dropped,  and  their  rights  determined  on 
appeal,  without  any  right  to  be  heard  or  conduct  the  liti- 
gation. 

(a)  The  plaintiffs  do  not  represent  any  of  the  defendants. 
All  they  desire  is  a  construction.  They  are  indifferent  as 
to  which  class  of  the  defendants  succeeds  (1  Story's  Eq. 
PL  ^  362). 

(6)  The  Code  (^  27,  sub.  1)  provides  th^t  "judgment 
may  be  given  for  or  against  one  or  more  of  several  plain- 
tiffs, and  for  or  against  one  or  more  of  several  defendants, 
and  it  may  determine  the  ultimate  rights  of  the  parties  on 
each  side  as  between  themselves."  By  section  327,  "  an 
appeal  must  be  made  by  the  service  of  a  notice  in  writing 
on  the  adverse  party,  and  on  the  clerk  with  whom  the 
judgment  or  order  appealed  from  is  entered." 

The  precise   point  here  involved  was  determined  ia 
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Tfiompsim  agt.  Ellsvmth  (1  Barb,  Ch.  Rep.  624).  That  was 
a  bill  filed  against  the  mortgagor  and  several  others, 
claiming  subsequent  interests,  to  foreclose  a  mortgage. 
The  mortgagor  admitted  all  the  facts  in  the  bill,  but  the 
other  defendants  put  the  complainant  to  proof,  and  were 
defeated.  Judgment  was  entered  against  all  the  defend- 
ants for  the  entire  costs.  The  mortgagor  claimed  that  the 
costs  made  oy  the  other  defendants  should  be  charged  upon 
them  only.  The  claim  was  denied,  and  he  appealed  to  the 
chancellor,  and  executed  a  joint  bond  (2  R,  S.  606,  §  80) 
to  the  complainant  and  five  of  his  co-defendants.  The 
complainant  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal  on  the  ground 
that  the  bond  as  to  him  was  insufficient,  and  also  that  it 
should  have  been  several.  Chancellor  Walworth  says  (p. 
627) :  *'  The  adverse  party,  within  the  intent  and  meaning 
of  this  80th  section,  means  the  party  whose  interest  in  rela- 
tion to  the  subject  of  the  appeal  is  in  conflict  with  the 
reversal  of  the  order  or  decree  appealed  from,  or  the  modi- 
fication sought  for  by  the  appeal.''  Again :  **  Here  the 
appeal  is  from  the  whole  decree,  and  the  complainant  alone 
is  interested  in  resisting  the  appellant's  claim  to  have  it 
entirely  reversed "  •  •  •  (p.628).  "  On  the  other 
hand,  so  far  as  the  appellant  seeks  for  a  decree  over  against 
bis  co-defendants  for  the  extra  costs  to  which  he  or  his 
interest  in  the  mortgaged  premises  may  have4)een  subjected 
by  the  defence  set  up  by  their  several  answers,  the  com- 
plainant has  no  interest  in  the  question,  and  such  co-de- 
fendants are  alone  the  adverse  parties  to  the  appellant,  and 
they  only  are  interested  in  resisting  the  modification  of  the 
decree  in  that  respect."  The  rule  was  well  settled.  (1 
Barb.  Ch.  Pr.  400,  408,  425-6,  434 ;  4  Paige,  290 ;  Id.  279  ; 
5  Id.  170 ;  9  Id.  70,  71 ;  11  Id.  453 ;  2  Barb.  Ch.  Rep.  434.) 
Section  471  of  the  Code  retains  the  former  practice  in  such 
cases. 

II.  The  cop^  judgment  and  notice  having  been  served 
on  Mr.  Bates,  April  13,  1864,  the  defendants  for  whom  he 


440  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  BSPOBTS. 

Cotos  Agt.  CarrolU 

appeared  had  onlj  thirty  days  from  that  time  within  which 
to  appeal  {Code^  ^  332).  That  time  having  expired,  thik 
court  has  no  power  to  allow  one  to  be  now  brought  {Code^ 
^  405).  That  such  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  is 
evident.  By  section  149  of  the  Code  of  1848  (now  section 
173),  it  was  provided  that  *'  the  court  may  at  any  time,  in 
furtherance  of  justice,  and  on  such  terms  as  may  be  proper, 
amend  any  pleading  or  proceeding  by  adding  or  striking 
out  the  name  of  any  party,  or  a  mistake  in  any  other 
respect,  or  by  inserting  other  allegations  material  to  the 
case,  or  by  conforming  the  pleading  or  proceedings  to  the 
facts  proved,  whenever  the  amendment  shall  not  change 
substantially  the  cause  of  action  or  defence."  Under  this 
no  one  would  claim  a  power  to  allow  an  appeal  or 
the  time  to  bring  one,  and  hence  section  275  of 

f  that  year  (now  section  327),  simply  provided 
ppeal  must  be  made  by  the  service  of  a  notice 
n  the  adverse  party  and  on  the  clerk  with  whom 

ent  or  order  appealed  from  is  entered,  stating 
peal  from  the  judgment  or  some  specified  part 
"  Section  366  of  the  Code  of  1848  (now  section 
405),  read  as  it  now  does,  except  that  time  to  do  any  act 
after  judgment  could  not  be  extended. 

In  1849  the  legislature  made  section  149  of  the  Code  of 
1848,  section  173,  and  amended  it  by  adding  *'the  court 
may  likewise  in  its  discretion  allow  an  answer  or  reply  to 
be  made,  or  any  other  act  to  be  done  after  the  time  limited 
by  this  act,  or  by  an  order  enlarge  such  time,"  &c.  This 
section  has  not  since  been  materially  amended,  except  that 
what  wm  added  in  1849  has  been  made  a  new  section  and 
numbered  174.  The  legislature  seems  to  have  foreseen  that 
pei*haps  undev  the  term  ^'  or  any  other  act  to  be  done  after 
the  time  limited  by  this  act,"  it  might  be  claimed  the  court 
had  power  to  allow  an  appeal  after  the  right  ^o  it  was  lost, 
and  litigation  endlessly  prolonged.  Regarding  an  appeal 
after  om»  hearing  as  a  favor  (6  Bowi  866;  7  lil  11S)|  to 
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prevent  anj  mistake  as  to  their  intentioD,  they  added  to 
aection  327  of  the  Code  of  1849  (section  275  of  Code  of 
1848,  supra)^  as  follows  :  "  When  a  party  shall  give  in  good 
fiuth,  notice  of  appeal  from  a  judgment  or  order,  and  shall 
omit  through  mistake  to  do  any  other  act  necessary  to  per- 
fect the  appeal  (i.  e.,  to  give  an  undertaking,  Ac),  or  to 
stay  proceedings,  the  court  may  permit  an  amendment  on 
such  terms  as  may  be  just,"  showing  clearly  that  they  did 
not  intend  to  give  the  court  power  to  allow  service  of  a 
notice  of  appeal  after  the  right  to  do  so  was  gono.  (5 
Ihw.  366;  16  Id.  338^  The  whole  act  is  to  be  taken 
together,  and  section  174  construed  with  reference  to  this 
declared  intention  of  the  law  makers. 

That  this  court  has  not  power  to  allow  an  appeal  or 
enlarge  the  time  to  bring  one  has  been  held  in  the  following 
cases':  {Renauil  agt.  Harris ,  2  Code  Rep,  71,  Gen.  Term 
Superior  Court ;  Fry  agt.  Bennett^  16  How.  Pr.  Rep.  385, 
Gen.  Term  Superior  Court ;  De  La  Figanerit  agt.  Jackson^ 
4  E.  D.  Smith's  C.  P.  Rep.  477,  484 ;  Linsey  agt.  Mmy,  1 
C.  R.  JV.  S.  139,  Kino,  /•  Sp.  T.  Ist  Dist. ;  People  agt.  El* 
dredge^  7  How.  108,  Bakculo,  /.  1^.  T.  1^^  Dist.;  Morris tLgt. 
Morange,  26  Id.  247,  Gen.  T.  2d  Dist. ;  Enos  agt.  Thomas,  5 
Id.  361,  366,  Gen.  T.  3d.  Dist.  ;  Sails  agt.  Builer,  27  Id. 
133,  Gen.  T.  ith  Dist;  Tripp  agt.  De  Bow,  5  Id.  114,  Gen. 
T.  *Ith  Dist. ;  Rowell  agt.  McCormickj  6  Id.  337,  Welles,  /. 
Sp.  T.  1th  Dist. ;  Ellsworth  agt.  Fulton,  24  Id.  20,  Welles, 
J.  i^.  T.  1th  Dist. ;  Marston  agt.  Johnson,  13  Id.  93,  Gen. 
T.  1th  Dist. ;  Gait  agt  Finch,  24  Id.  193,  dutritatur,  Gen.  T. 
6th  Dist ;  Humphrey  agt.  Chamberlain,  11  JV*.  Y.  [1  Kern.] 
274;  WaU  agt.  Van  Mien,  22  Jf.  Y.  319;  WeUs  agt.  Dan- 
forth,  7  How.  197,  Ct  Ap. ;  Bank  Geneva  agt.  Hotchkiss,  6 
Id.  478,  Ct.  Ap.)  The  oolj  cases  it  can  be  be  claimed  hold 
the  other  way  are :  {Crittenden  agt.  Adams,  5  How.  310, 
Sp.  T.  Mason,  /.  6th  Dist ;  TVaver  agt.  Sihemail,  2  Code 
Rep.  96,  Sp.  T.  dicta  by  Pakkek,  /.  who  dissented  in  Enos 
agt.  ThomaSj  5  How.  361,  and  made  before  that  decimmj 
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Haase  agt.  Jf.  F.  C.  RR.  14  Id.  43,  Marvin,  J.  i%).  T.  amr 
trary  to  Gen.  T.  and  all  decisions  in  that  Dist.  and  overruled 
by  Gen.  T.  ith  Dist.  27  Id.  136 ;  Toll  agt.  Thomas,  18  Id. 
354,  Harris,  J.  Sp.  T.  M  Dist.  overruled  by  Gen.  T.  4th  Dist.  ^ 
27  Id.  136;  Seeley  agt.  Pritchard,  3  Duer,  669,  expressly 
overruled  by  same  court,  16  Id.  389.) 

It  will  be  seen  that  there  are^  only  three  special  term 
cases  holdiDg  the  power  exists,  while  the  court  of  appeals, 
superior  court,  court  of  common  pleas,  and  the  general 
terms  of  the  2d,  3d,  4th  and  7th  districts,  and  numerous 
special  terms  bold  the  contrary.  «  There  should  be  uni- 
formity in  the  practice,  and  general  term  decisions  should 
be  followed  by  other  districts,  unless  they  have  already 
held  the  other  way.  (16  How.  289  ;  7  Aih.  416  ;  29  Bath. 
350  ;  39  Id.  633.) 

In  Wait  agt.  Van  Mien  (22  JV*.  F.  319)*,  the  question  of 
power  in  the  court  to  extend  time  to  appeal  was  certainly 
up  and  decided.  That  case  originated  in  justice's  court 
At  the  term  after  decision,  a  motion  was  made  for  leave  to 
go  to  the  court  of  appeals.  The  motion  was  not  decided  until 
the  next  term,  but  was  then  granted,  and  finally  ordered 
to  be  entered  nunc  pro  tunc  as  of  the  term  when  the  motion 
for  leave  was  made.  The  fault  if  any,  was  the  neglect  of 
the  court,  and  yet  on  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  on  the 
ground  that  the  court  possessed  no  power-  to  thus  extend 
the  time,  the  appeal  was  dismissed,  the  court  holding  (p. 
321)  that  as  soon  as  the  time  within  which  an  appeal  could 
be  brought  had  expired  '*  the  plaintiff  had  an  absolute  right 
to  the  fruit  of  his  recovery,  of  which  it  was  not  in  the 
power  of  the  court  to  deprive  him  "  {see  also  16  Jf.  Y.  Rep. 
600). 

The  rule  is  thus  laid  down  (2  JV.  F.  Pr.  115-16)  by  Messrs. 
Tiffany  &  Smith :  ''  The  notice  of  appeal  must  be  given 
properly  and  in  good  faith,  within  the  time  allowed  by  law 
for  appealing,  or  the  right  is  lost ;  the  court  cannot  relieve 
the  party  who  has  omitted  this ;  but  where  a  party  shall 
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in  good  faith,  and  within  the  proper  time,  give  notice  of 
appeal,  and  shall  omit  through  mistake  to  do  any  other  act 
necessary  to  perfect  the  appeal  or  to  stay  proceeding's,  the 
conrt  will  permit  an  amendment/'  It  was  held  in  this  dis- 
trict in  the  case  of  People  ex  rel.  Gilchrist  agt.  FHeld,  late 
sheriff'  {argued  July  General  Term^  1856),  that  service  of  a 
copy  of  the  order  appealed  from,  certified  as  a  copy  by  the 
clerk,  without  any  notice  whatever,  or  even  the  name  of 
the  respondent's  attorney  on  it,  set  the  time  running  within 
which  an  appeal  must  be  brought,  and  that  the  right  to 
appeal  having  once  been  lost,  the  court  could  not  allow  one, 
and  the  appeal  brought  after  thirty  days  was  dismissed. 

Hi.  Service  of  notice  of  appeal  against  the  plaintiffs, 
on  them  and  the  clerk,  was  of  no  avail  against  these  de- 
fendants. It  was  not  sufScient  to  authorize  the  court  to 
allow  an  appeal  against  them.  Section  327  provides  that 
"  when  a  party  shall  give  in  good  faith,  notice  of  appeal 
from  a  judgment  or  order,  and  shall  omit  through  mistake 
to  do  any  other  act  necessary  to  perfect  the  appeal  or  to 
stay  proceedings,  the  court  may  allow  an  amendment  on 
such  terms  as  may  be  just." 

(a)  No  notice  of  appeal,  case,  exceptions  undertaking  or 
other  paper  relating  to  an  appeal  was  served.     This  pro-  « 
vision  only  allows  an  ^'  amendment."     Where  nothing  has 
been  done  there  is  nothing  to  amend. 

(6)  This  applies  to  acts  other  than  service  of  a  notice  of 
appeal,  and  then  only  when  notice.of  appeal  has  been  actu- 
ally served  on  the  adverse  party  against  whom  the  appeal 
is  desired,  and  on  the  clerk. 

In  Trifp  agt.  DeBow  (5  Haw.  114),  the  notice  of  appeal 
was  properly  served  on  the  clerk,  and  was  also  served  on 
the  respondent  personally,  instead  of  on  his  attorney.  The 
court  held  the  appellant  had  not  served  notice  of  appeal 
as  provided  by  the  act.  In  fVy  agt.  Bennett  (16  Haw.  385), 
the  appellant  duly  served  notice  of  appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment.   Held,  it  could  not  be  amended  so  as  to  make  it  also 
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an  appeal  from  an  order  denying  a  new  trial.  Tbe  conrt 
{p.  387)  said,  '^  for  the  purpose  which  the  appellant  ba«  in 
view/  two  appeals  were  necessary,  and  although  it  may  not 
be  irregular  to  include  both  appeals  in  the  same  notice,  it 
is  authorizing  an  appeal  where  none  has  been  taken,  to  allow 
an  alteration  of  the  notice  which  has  been  served,  so  as  to 
embrace  two  appeals  instead  of  one,  and  it  can  no  more  be 
done  than  a  new  and  separate  notice  can  be  permitted/' 
In  JUbrrir  agt.  Morange  (26  How.  247),  the  notice  of  appeal 
was  properly  served  on  the  adverse  party  and  mailed  to  the 
clerk  on  the  last  day,  bdt  not  received  by  him  until  four  days ' 
iafterwafds.  Held  {€hn.  T.  2d.  Dist),  that  "  the  notice  of 
appeal  was  insufficient  to  give  the  appeal  effect,  and  the 
court  had  no  power  to  grant  any  relief  to  the  appellant  by 
which  he  could  make  his  intended  appeal  effectual."  So 
also  in  Elhwerih  agt.  Fulton  (26  How.  23),  the  court  says, 
**  to  give  notice  of  appeal  in  order  to  give  the  court  juris- 
diction to  allow  the  amendment  under  the  section,  means 
to  make  out  the  notice  in  writing  and  serve  it  on  the  ad* 
verse  party  and  on  the  clerk."  To  serve  it  upon  either  and 
not  on  the  other,  is  not  giving  notice  of  the  appeal  within 
the  meaning  of  the  section.  This  I  think  evident  from 
.  what  the  omission  is  from  which  the  court  has  power  to 
relieve  the  party,  which  is  to  omit  to  do  any  other  act 
necessary,  &c.  Other  than  what  ?  Clearly  than  to  give 
notice  of  appeal.  No  other  interpretation  is  admissible.  * 
The  only  construction  which  would  aid  the  plaintiff,  would 
involve  the  following  absurd  reading  of  the  section : 
'*  When  a  party  shall  give  in  good  faith  notice  of  appeal 
from  a  judgment  or  order,  and  shall  omit  through  mistake 
to  give  notice  of  such  appeal  as  required  by  this  section, 
or  to  do  any  other  act  necessary,"  k<^  The  section  is 
general,  and  relates  to  all  appeals  provided  by  the  Code  in 
civil  cases,  to  whi<2h  its  provisions  in  whole  or  in  part  can 
be  made  to  apply,  and  that  part  of  it  under  which  the 
plaintiff  seeks  relief  was  intended  to  apply  to  such  cases 
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as  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  supreme  coart  to  the 
conrt  of  appeals,  where  the  party  appealing  has  served 
written  notice  upon  all  the  proper  persons,  bat  has  neglected 
by  mistake  to  give  the  undertaking,  or  to  make  the  deposit 
as  required  by  section  334,  without  which  such  appeal  is 
not  ayailable  for  any  purpose,  to  a  case  where  it  is  neces* 
tary  to  have  the  appeal  operate  as  a  stay  of  proceedings, 
and  such  an  undertaking  has  been  omitted  by  mistake ; 
where  the  judgment  appealed  from  directs  the  assignment 
or  delivery  of  documents  or  personal  property,  and  the 
party  appealing  has  inadvertently  omitted  compliance  with 
such  directions,  which  is  required  by  section  336  as  a  con- 
dition of  the  appeal  operating  as  a  stay  of  proceedings, 
together  with  all  other  cases  where  something  necessary  to 
be  done  besides  giving  the  notice  of  appeal,  has  been 
omitted  from  the  same  cause,  and  which  is  necessary  to 
perfect  the  appeal  or  to  stay  proceedings." 

lY.  But  in  this  case,  even  if  the  court  had  the  power  to 
relieve  the  appellants,  they  are  clearly  not  entitled  to  a 
favor. 

(a)  Mr.  Bates  did  not  omit  to  serve  notice  of  appeal  on 
Countryman  A  Moak  *' through  mistake."  He  did  not 
intend  to  do  so.  He  intended  to  do  just  what  was  done, 
and  nothing  more.  IgnoratUia  juris  nan  exeusat*  Ignorance 
of  law  is  one  thing,  omission  "  through  mistake,"  to  do  ayi 
act,  quite  another.  In  this  case  he  knew  all  the  facts,  and 
elected  to  take  the  consequences.  A  party  is  presumed, 
indeed,  bound  to  know  the  contents  of  a  judgment  from 
which  he  appeals. 

(b)  The  law  as  to  the  effect  of  the  appeal  he  brought 
was  well  settled  {Point  /,  supra). 

(c)  He  understood  perfectly  well  the  notice  was 'served 
to  limit  his  time  for  bringing  an  appeal,  and  insisted  he 
would  not  bring  one. 

(d)  By  allowing  an  appeal  under  such  circumstances,  the 
sourt  would  hold  out  a  premium  to  claims  of  mistake  and 
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other  paltry  excases  which  can  never  be  denied  or  dis- 
proved, and  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  a  case  in  which  a 
party  would  not  be  relieved. 

Mason,  J.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  I  think,  that  the 
appeal  in  this  case  as  to  the  defendants  Laura,  Jane  M. 
and  George  L.,  who  appeared  by  Countryman  &  Moak,  their 
attorneys,  is  wholly  ineffectual.  As  to  them  there  is  no 
appeal,  as  no  notice  of  appeal  was  served  upon  them  or 
their  attorneys.  The  language  of  the  Code  is  that  ^'  an 
appeal  must  be  made  by  the  service  of  a  notice  in  writing 
on  the  adverse  party,  and  on  the  clerk  with  whom  the  judg- 
ment or  order  appealed  from  is  entered.''  The  60th  section 
j  ^       of  the  statute  regulating  appeals  from  a  decree  of  the  vioe- 

I  chancellor  to  the  chancellor,  declared  that  an  appeal  from 

a  decree  or  order  of  the  vice-chancellor  should  "  be  made 
by  serving  notice  thereof  on  the  solicitor  of  the  adverse 
party,  and  on  the  register,  assistant  register  or  clerk  with 
whom  the  order  or  decree  appealed  from  was  entered  "  (2 
R,  S.  178).  The  only  difference  in  tliese  two  statutes  is 
that  the  one  says  that  the  appeal  must  be  made  by  the  ser- 
vice of  a  notice  in  writing  on  the  adverse  party,  while  the 
other  says  that  it  shall  be  made  by  serving  notice  on  the 
solicitor  of  the  adverse  party.  Now  it  was  adjudged  by 
the  chancellor  in  the  case  of  Thompson  agt.  EUaworih  anJ 
others  (1  Bath.  Ch.  Rep.  624),  that  the  adverse  party  within 
the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute,  was  the  party  whose 
interest  in  relation  to  the  subject  of  the  appeal  is  in  con- 
flict with  the  reversal  of  the  order  or  decree  appealed  from 
or  the  modification  sought  by  the  appeal,  and  this  it  seems 
to  me  is  the  only  sensible  construction  which  can  be  put 
upon  the  statute,  and  it  must  control  in  the  construction 
of  the  327  th  section  of  the  Code.  It  follows,  therefore, 
that  there  is  no  appeal  as  against  Laura  Carroll,  Jane  M. 
and  George  L.  Rathbun,  in  this. case. 

The  only  remaining  question  is  whether  we  can  allow. 
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by  way  of  amendmeDt  or  otherwise,  this  notice  to  be  served 
after  the  time  for  appealing  has  gone  by,  so  as  to  make  this 
appeal  effective  as  against  these  three  defendants.  I  held 
some  fourteen  years  ago,  in  the  case  of  Crittenden  agt. 
Adorns  and  others  (5  How.  Pr.  Rep.  310),  that  this  court  had 
power  under  the  statute  to  allow  an  appeal  to  be  taken 
after  the  time  limited  in  the  Code.  The  reasons  there 
assigned  were,  and  are  now,  satisfactory  to  me  for  so  hold-, 
ing.  The  language  of  the  statute  is,  *'  the  court  may,  in 
its  discretion,  allow  an  answer  or  reply  to  be  made,  or 
other  act  to  be  done  after  the  time  limited  by  this  act." 
I  am  not,  however,  justified  in  adhering  to  that  decision, 
it  has  been  so  badly  shaken  and  repudiated  by  subsequent 
decisions  in  this  court  (2  Code  Rep.  71 ;  16  How.  Rep.  385 ; 
7  Id.  108 ;  26  Id.  247 ;  5  Id.  361 ;  27  Id.  133 ;  6  Id.  114 ; 
24  Id.  20 ;  13  Id.  93 ;  24  Id.  193 ;  7  Id.  197),  and  espe- 
cially  since  the  decisions  in  the  court  of  appeals  in  the 
cases  of  Humphrey  agt.  Chamberlain  (1  Kern.  Rep.  274),  and 
Wait  agt.  Van  Mien  (22  JV.  Y.  Rep.  319).  These  cases  cer- 
tainly hold  that  the  time  to  appeal  cannot  be  extended. 
There  being  no  appeal  against  these  three  defendants,  I 
do  not  see  how  these  appellants  can  be  helped  out  of  their 
difficulty  under  section  327.  That  section  provides  that 
*'  when  a  party  shall  give  in  good  faith  notice  of  appeal 
from  a  judgment  or  order,  and  shall  omit  through  mistake 
to  do  any  other  act  necessary  to  perfect  the  appeal  or  to 
stay  proceedings,  the  court  may  allow  an  amendment  on 
such  terms  as  may  be  just."  This  section  has  no  applica- 
tion, for  no  notice  of  appeal  has  been  given  as  regards 
these  three  defendants,  and  by  this  section  the  court  can 
only  allow  an  amendment  where  a  notice  of  appeal  shall 
have  been  given  in  good  faith,  and  the  party  shall,  through 
mistake,  have  omitted  to  do  some  other  act  thi^n  giving  the 
notice  of  appeal,  which  was  necessary  to  perfect  the  appeal. 
It  is  very  clear  to  my  mind  that  this  327th  section  applies 
to  acts  other  than  the  service  of  notice  of  appeal,  and  the 
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amendment  can  then  only  be  allowed  when  notice  of  af^peal 
has  been*  actually  served  on  the  adverse  party,  agaioet 
whom  the  appeal  is  desired  to  be  perfected.  (5  How.  Rep. 
114 ;  16  Id.  386  ;  26  Id.  2i1 ;  26  Id.  23.)  There  is  another 
reason  why  this  should  not  be  allowed  here.  There  is  no 
mistake  shown.  The  party  did  not  intend  to  serve  any 
notice  of  appeal  on  these  three  defendants. 

We  must  strike  the  cause  from  the  calendar  as  to  theae 
three  defendants,  and  refuse  to  hear  the  appeal  as  to  any 
of  the  matters  affecting  their  interests,  with  $10  costs. 

Parker,  P.  J.,  concurred. 

Balcom,  J.,  dissenting  (in  part).  According  to  section 
327  of  the  Code,  '^  an  appeal  must  be  made  by  the  service 
of  a  notice  in  writing  on  the  adverse  party,  and  on  the 
clerk  with  whom  the  judgment  or  order  appealed  from  is 
entered,  stating  the  appeal  from  the  same  or  some  specified 
part  thereof."  And  the  main  question  now  presented  is 
whether  the  three  defendants,  who  have  not  appealed  from 
the  judgment,  are  to  be  deemed  adverse  parties,  so  as  to 
entitle  them  to  notice  of  the  appei^l.  Their  interests  in 
the  case  are  certainly  adverse  to  those  of  the  appellants. 
They  are  as  much  interested  in  sustaining  the  judgment 
as  the  appellants  are  in  reversing  it,  and  the  only  interest 
the  plaintiffs  have  in  the  controversy  is  to  have  it  ended 
with  the  least  possible  expense  and  delay.  The  chancellor, 
in  determining  who  was  the  adverse  party  within  the 
meaning  of  a  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes  and  a  rule 
of  his  court,  held  that  the  adverse  party  was  the  party 
whose  interest  in  relation  to  the  subject  of  the  appeal  was 
in  conflict  with  the  reversal  of  the  order  or  decree  appealed 
from,  or  the  modification  sought  by  the  appeal  {Ihompsan 
agt.  Ellsworth,  1  Barh.  Ch.  Rep. .  624).  And  I  am  of  the 
opinion  the  words  '*  the  adverse  party,"  in  section  327  of 
the  Code,  should  be  construed  to  embrace  parties  to  the 
action,  whose  interests  in  relation  to  the  judgment  or  order 
appealed  from  are  in  confiict  with  the  reversal  or  modifies- 


mSW  TORE  PRAOTIOE  REPORTS.  449 

* 
Catoi  agt.  CmtoU. 

tion  sought  by  the  appeal,  and  that  the  deffendants  in  this 
case  who  have  not  appealed  from  the  judgment,  are  adverse 
parties  within  the  meaning  of  that  section  of  the  Code, 
and  consequently  were  entitled  to  notice  of  the  appeal. 
And  as  their  interest  might  be  affected  by  the  manner  the 
case  and  exceptions  were  proposed  and  settled,  I  think 
their  attorney  should  have  been  served  with  a  copy  of  the 
proposed  case  and  exceptions  so  they  could  have  proposed 
amendments  thereto,  and  been  heard  on  the  settlement  of 
thel^ase,  ezcepUons  and  amendments.  It  follows  that  the 
case  is  irregularly  on  the  calendar  as  against  the  defend- 
ants who  have  not  appealed  from  the  judgment. 

The  next  and  only  remaining  question,  is  whether  the 
appellants  can  have  relief  which  will  enable  them  to  make 
their  appeal  effectual  and  valid' as  to  all  the  parties  to  the 
action.  Section  405  of  the  Code  is  similar  to  a  rule  of  the 
former  supreme  court,  which  was  held  not  to  preclude  the 
court  from  permitting  a  case  not  made  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  it,  to  stand  as  if  made  within  such  time.  {See 
JEbwkini  agt.  The  Dutchess,  trc.  Co.  7  Caw.  467  ;  2  Grah.  Pr. 
2d  ed.  331.)  And  I  am  of  the  opinion  this  court  possesses 
the  power  to  allow  the  appellants*  attorney  in  this  action 
to  serve  a  copy  of  the  case  and  exceptions  upon  the 
attorneys  of  the  defendants  who  have  not  appealed,  and 
have  the  same  re-settled,  on  notice  to  them  and  the  plain- 
tiffs' attorney. 

It  is  provided  by  section  327  of  the  Code,  "  where  a  party 
Bhall  give  in  good  faith,  notice  of  an  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment or  order,  and  shall  omit  through  mistake,  to  do  any 
other  act  necessary  to  perfect  the  appeal  or  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings, the  court  may  permit  an  amendment  on  such 
terms  as  may  be  just."  The  appellants'  attorney  gave  his 
notice  of  appeal  in  good  faith.  It  was  duly  served  on  the 
plaintiffs'  attorney,  and  also  upon  the  clerk  with  whom  the 
judgment  was  entered.  But  he  omitted  through  mistake, 
to  serve  the  notice  upon  the  attorneys  of  the  defendants 
Vol.  XXVIII.  29 
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who  have  Dot  appealed,  which  act  was  necessary  to  perfect 
the  appeal.  It  seems  to  me  that  giving  the  appellants' 
attorney  permission  to  serve  his  notice  of  appeal  on  the 
attorneys  of  the  defendants  who  have  not  appealed,  will 
not  be  enlarging  the  appellants'  time  to  appeal,  and  that 
the  conrt  is  authorized  to  grant  this  relief  to  the  appellants 
by  section  327  of  the  Code.  I  think  the  Code  itself,  as 
well  as  pleadings,  should  be  construed  "  with  a  view  to 
substantial  justice  between  the  parties  "  (§§  159,  467). 

My  conclusions  are  that  the  cause  should  be  stnu^k  from 
the  calendar,  with  $10  costs  of  the  motion  to  be  paid  by 
the  appellants,  and  that  upon  paying  $20  costs  to  the  plain- 
tiffs' attorney,  and  said  $10  costs  to  the  attorneys  of  the 
defendants  who  have  not  appealed,  within  twenty  days 
after  notice  of  the  order,  the  appellants  should  have  leave 
to  serve  a  copy  of  the  notice  of  the  appeal  and  a  copy  of 
the  case  and  exceptions  on  the  attorneys  of  the  defendants 
who  have  not  appealed,  who  should  have  ten  days  thereaf- 
ter in  which  to  propose  amendments  thereto,  and  that  the 
case  and  exceptions  should,  if  amendments  are  thus  pro- 
posed, be  re-settled  upon  notice  to  the  attorneys  so  propo- 
sing amendments  aiyi  the  plaintiffs'  attorney,  and  if  re-set- 
tled, the  same  as  re-settled  should  be  substituted  in  the 
judgment  roll  in  place  of  the  same  now  in  it.  But  if  no 
amendments  should  be  proposed  to  the  case  and  exceptions 
within  the  time  aforesaid,  then  the  case  and  exceptions  as 
now  settled  should  remain  in  the  judgment  roll,  and  the 
appeal  should  be  heard  on  the  papers  as  they  now  stand, 
with  a  copy  annexed  thereto  of  the  notice  of  the  appeal, 
directed  to  the  attorneys  of  the  defendants  who  have  not 
appealed. 
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Phcebe  Van  Wert  agt.  The  City  of  Brookltn. 

Layina  Townsend  agt.  The  Same. 

A  mnnieipal  corporation  is  not  liable  for  negligence  in  the  eonstmotion  of  a  pnbUo 
work,  although  mioh  work  was  done  nnder  a  oontntet  dnly  ezeented  by  iti  proper 
anthoritiee — and 

Unlesf  it  aflSrmatiTely  appears  that  an  owner  of  real  estate  in  making  a  contract 
for  the  improrement  of  his  property  by  the  erection  of  new  boildings  or  the 
alteration  of  those  already  erected,  has  required  some  improper  act  to  be  done, 
or  has  omitted  some  ordinaiy  or  proper  precaution,  he  cannot  be  charged  with 
improper  conduct  or  negligence,  and  is  not  liable  for  the  consequences  of  negli- 
gence in  the  prosecution  of  the  work. 

A  municipal  corporation  is  not  liable  for  the  consequences  of  negligent  acts  of 
firemen,  or  workmen  employed  by  them  to  erect  buildings  on  property  of  the 
city  occupied  by  an  engine  company.  Neither  the  fire  company  nor  the  builders 
are  the  agents  or  employees  of  the  city  for  such  purpose,  nor  is  the  city  Uabto 
for  their  acts. 

Brooklyn  General  Term,  February^  1865. 

Before  Barnard,  Scrugham  and  Lott,  Justices. 

The  above  cases  were  both  founded  on  the  same  circum- 
stances, which  were  as  follows  :  In  November,  1863,  Fire 
Engine  Company  No.  17,  W.  D.,  city  of  Brooklyn,  built  an 
additional  story  on  their  engine  house.  The  work  was 
done  under  contract  made  by  the  company  with  Snediker 
&  Fatten,  builders,  who  sub-let  the  same  to  one  Eenny. 
One  side  wall  and  the  rear  wall  of  the  building  were  run 
up,  the  roof  resting  on  them  only ;  the  other  side  wall  was 
built  up  to  within  about  a  foot  of  the  roof,  the  front  wall 
was  not  raised  at  all.  The  building  remained  in  this  inse-  . 
cure  condition  for  some  time,  the  unfinished  walls  unbraced. 
While  in  this  condition  on  the  occasion  of  a  violent  storm, 
one  of  the  side  walls  fell  or  was  blown  down  upon  an 
adjoining  building  owned  and  occupied  by  plaintiiTs,  severely 
injuring  the  same,  for  which  damage  this  action  was  brought 
against  the  defendant,  the  owner  of.  the  engine  property. 
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The  actions  were  tried  before  J.  H.  Calaban,  justice  of 
the  peace,  Brooklyn,  who  gave  judgment  for  plaintiffii, 
which  judgment  was  aflSrmed  by  the  Kings  county  court, 
when  the  following  opinion  was  given : 

DiKEMAN,  County  Judge.  By  the  return  of  the  justice, 
it  appears  that  by  agreement  of  counsel,  the  testimony 
taken  in  the  first  above  entitled  action  should  be  deemed 
as  taken  in,  and  apply  to  the  second*  The  pleadings  before 
the  justice  were  informal,  but  it  appears  by  the  return  and 
admissions  of  counsel  on  the  argument,  that  Phosbe  Tan 
Wert  is  the  owner,  and  Lavina  Townsend  the  tenant  and 
occupant,  of  a  house  fronting  on  Jay  street,  in  the  city  of 
Brooklyn,  and  that  adjoining  said  house  the  defendants 
own  a  lot,  on  which  they  some  six  or  seven  years  since, 
erected  an  engine  house,  which  has  ever  since  been  used 
and  occupied  by  a  fire  company  of  said  city — ^a  fire  engine 
being  kept  therein,  all  in  charge  of  a  fire  company ;  that 
some  time  in  1863,  the  defendants  on  the  petition  of  the 
fire  company,  authorized  some  internal  alteration  and 
repair  to  be  made  on  the  engine  house,  but  did  not  authorize 
any  elevation  of  the  building,  or  of  its  roof  or  wall,  nor 
were  they  requested*to  have  any  such  elevation  made ;  that 
in  the  latter  part  of  August,  1863,  the  fire  company  made 
a  contract  with*  certain  builders  to  raise  the  roof  and  build 
up  walls  twelve  or  fifteen  feet  high  on  the  top  of  the  origi* 
nal  walls,  adding  one  story  to  the  building,  and  paid  the 
contractors  for  the  Bame  by  subscription  of  the  company, 
$1,750;  that  said  contractors  under  this  agreement  with 
the  fire  company,  raised  the  roof  and  carried  up  the  wall 
of  the  engine  house,  adjoining  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
within  about  two  feet  of  the  height  to  which  the  roof  had 
been  raised,  and  the  other  side  and  wall  up  to  the  roof; 
that  while  in  this  situation,  an  unusual  strong  wind  blew 
down  the  wall  adjoining  the  plaintiff's  building,  and  it  fell 
upon  the  plaintiff's  house,  by  which  I  am  satisfied  both  of 
the  plaintiffs  were  injured,  each  to  the  amounts  respect- 
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ively,  for  which  the  justice  gave  judgments  in  their  fayor 
against  the  defendants. 

There  is  some  evidence  to  show  that  this  wall  before  it 
fell,  had  been  braced  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  its 
falling ;  but  it  fails  to  satisfy  me  that  all  reasonable  care 
was  taken,  and  all  reasonable  means  used  to  prevent  the 
injury  which  the  plaintiffs  have  sustained ;  and  if  under 
the  facts  above  stated,  the  defendants  are  legally  liable  for 
the  negligence  or  unauthorized  acts  of  the  fire  company 
and  the  contractors  who  raised  said  wall,  the  judgments  of 
the  justice  must  be  affirmed,  otherwise  they  must  be 
reversed.  In  the  case  Tie  Mafor,  tfc,  of  Albany,  plaint^ 
in  error  agt.  Simon  CurUiff^  defendant,  .in  the  court  of 
appeals  (2  Comst.  165),  in  which  the  defendant  had  sued 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  supreme  court,  for  injuries  sustained  by 
the  falling  of  a  bridge,  which  it  was  alleged  had  been  neg- 
ligently constructed  by  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  not  liable  ;  Cady,  J.,  saying  that  it  appears 
that  the  bridge  had  been  erected  under  a  void  act  of  the 
legislature,  and  that  to  render  them  liable  it  should  be 
shown  that  they  were  lawfully  required  or  authorized  to 
make  the  bridge.  Bronson,  J.,  says:  Though  the  work 
was  done  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  bridge  wad  built  for  the  pier 
owners,  and  that  they  only  were  under  obligation  to  keep 
it  in  repair,  and  that  there  was  no  color  of  authority  for  an 
action  against  the  plaintiffs ;  that  the  city  were  no  more 
than  builders  for  pier  owners,  and  if  they  did  not  build 
with  proper  care  and  skill,  they  may  be  answerable  to  the 
owners  of  the  bridge,  but  not  to  third  persons;  their 
remedy  is  againsTt  the  owners  of  the  bridge,  who  are  bound 
to  repair ;  that  if  the  injury  had  happened  while  the  plain- 
tiffs were  constructing  the  bridge,  and  through  any  want 
of  care  and  skill  on  their  part,  the  city  might  have  been 
answerable,  but  the  bridge  had  been  completed  and  in 
charge  of  pier  owners  more  than  three  years  before  it  fell 
and  injured  the  defendant:  that  the  tuilder  is  only  answer* 
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^ble  to  those  for  whom  he  builds  for  injuries  accruing  after 
his  work  is  done,  and  the  owner  in  possession ;  but  the 
owner,  upon  whom  the  duty  of  maintaining  the  structure 
rests,  is  answerable  to  third  parties  for  the  sufficiency  of 
the  work,  whether  he  has  been  injured  by  the  builder  or 
not;  and  assuming  that  the  act  under  which  this, work  was 
done  by  the  plaintiffs  was  valid,  there  is  no  foundatioQ  for 
the  action.  Strong,  J.,  concurs  in  the  opinion  that  the 
corporation  could  not  in  that  case  be  made  liable  to  third 
jersons. 

The  injury  to  the  plaintiffs  in  these  actions  accrued 
while  the  work  was  being  performed,  and  the  engine  house 
in  the  actual  possession  of  the  defendants,  under  the  care 
and  custody  of  the  fire  company.  Under  the  testimony, 
neither  the  fire  company  nor  the  builders  who  erected  the 
wall,  can  be  considered  as  the  agents  or  employees  of  the 
defendants  in  building  it,  and  therefore,  the  defendants 
cannot  be  held  liable  as  for  injury  resulting  from  the  care- 
lessness of  workmen  employed  by  them  in  the  performance 
of  work  which  they  were  required  or  authorized  to  do  or 
have  done.  But  I  apprehend  the  defendants  are  liable  to 
these  plaintiffs  upon  an  entirely  different  and  well  settled 
principle  of  law,  and  that  is  that  all  owners  of  real  pro- 
perty, and  especially  where  the  property  is  actually  im- 
proved and  occupied  by  the  owner,  is  bound  so  to  use  it  as 
not  to  injure  the  property  of  other  persons ;  and  that  any 
improper  or  careless  use  of  it,  whether  by  the  owner  per- 
sonally, or  by  a  person  or  persons  by  him  put  in  charge  of 
it,  creating  a  liability  to  produce  injury  to  others  without 
their  fault,  will,  when  the  injury  actually  occurs,  render 
the  owner  liable  to  the  party  injured  for  damages  resulting 
therefrom.  Nor  can  the  owner  of  property  so  improperly 
used,  escape  such  liability,  though  it  appears  that  the  act 
complained  of  was  done  by  a  person  he  had  put  in  charge 
of  the  property  for  care  and  safe  keeping ;  this  liability 
cannot  be  shifted  from  the  owner  to  the  person  he  has  thus 
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employed ;  the  possession  and  control  of  the  property  by 
such  person  mast  in  snch  case  be  held  to  be  the  possession 
and  control  of  the  owner — the  owner  holding  the  right  not 
only  to  direct  him  what  to  do  or  not  do,  but  to  discharge 
and  dispossess  him  at  pleasure.  Though  there  is  no  posi- 
tive evidence  to  show  that  the  defendants  knew  of  the 
progress  of  this  work  prior  to  the  injury  of  the  plaintiffs, 
it  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  the  testimony  shows  a  state 
of  facts  from  which  it  might  reasonably  be  inferred  that 
they  did  know.  The  timbers  by  which  the  roof  of  the 
building  was  raised,  were  placed  in  the  street  opposite  the 
engine  house  in  Jay  street,  a  public  street  in  the  heart  of 
the  city,  two  weeks  before  the  injury  occurred  ;  the  defend- 
ants had  authorized  certain  internal  improvements  or  re- 
pairs to  the  house  to  be  done ;  every  step  in  the  progress 
of  the  work  of  raising  the  roof  and  carrying  up  the  wall 
must  have  been  open  and  exposed  to  the  view  of  all  persons 
passing  by,  and  after  this  injury  occurred,  a  circumstance 
which  must  have  become  notorious,  the  work  is  allowed  to 
progress  to  completion  without  any  prohibition  or  remon- 
strance of  the  defendants.  If  the  defendants  did  not  know 
of  the  progress  of  this  work,  it  must  be  because  when  they 
put  a  fire  company  in  possession  of  an  engine  house,  they 
do  it  with  the  express  or  implied  understanding  that  the 
company  shall  be  left  to  do  as  they  please  with  it,  without 
oversight  or  control  by  the  corporation  or  its  officers. 

The  roof  was  raised  and  the  rear  and  side  walls  carried 
up  in  the  latter  part  of  October  and  early  part  of  Novem- 
ber, 1863,  a  season  of  the  year  when  heavy  easterly  winds 
usually  occur ;  at  the  time  of  injury  the  easterly  front  wall 
had  not  been  elevated  at  all,  thus  leaving  the  side  walls 
much  more  liable  to  be  blown  down  than  they  would  have 
been  if  no  roof  had  been  over  them,  and  besides  the  wall 
next  to  the  plaintiff's  building  was  but  eight  inches  thick, 
which  was  a  violation  of  an  ordinance  of  the  defendants,  long 
before  passed.     AH  conspire  to  show  that  much  more  than 
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ordinary  care  was  required  to  prevent  the  falling  of  this 
wall,  and  that  the  injury  resnltedfrom  great  carelessness,  as 
well  as  disregard  of  duty  and  law.  The  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff,  Phoebe  Van  Wert,  is  $  ;  and  the  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  Lavina  Townsend,  is  for 
$        ;  amounting  together  to  $ 

The  property  of  the  defendants  has  been  improved  to 
the  amount  of  $1,750,  or  to  that  amount  of  cost  to  the  fire 
company,  without  cost  to  the  defendants,  and  they  are 
called  upon  to  pay  the  above  sum  of  $  ,  for  damages 
resultiug  from  what  has  been  proved  to  be  a  nuisance, 
which  for  want  -of  proper  care  on  their  part  to  prevent, 
they  have  allowed  to  be  erected  upon  their  property. 
There  is  no  equity  in  their  resisting  these  claims,  and  I 
think  there  is  no  law  to  shield  them  from  payment.  (8 
Barb.  358 ;  2  Denio,  433.) 

The  judgments  must  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

From  this  decision  an  appeal  was  taken  to  this  court. 

Sidney  Y.  Lowell,  assistant  corporation  counsel,  for 
appellants. 

I.  In  order  to  charge  the  city  in  an  action  for  negligence 
in  the  performance  of  a  public  work,  the  law  must  have 
imposed  a  duty  or  conferred  an  authority  to  do  such  work, 
and  which  authority  must  be  carried  out  by  the  proper  city 
officers  in  the  manner  the  law  directs.  {The  Mayor,  4rc., 
of  Mhany  agt.  Cunliff,  2  JV.  F.  165 ;  Hanvey  agt.  City  of 
Rochester,  35  Barb.  Ill ;  Hickok  agt.  Trustees  of  Plaits- 
burgh,  15  Id.  427  ;  Boyland  agt.  Mayor,  ^c,  Jf.  Y.  1  Sand. 
S.  C.  2!J ;  T%ayer  agt.  OUy  of  Boston,  19  Pic*.  611 ;  Mitch- 
ell agt.  Rockwell,  41  Maine,  363;  Green  agt.  City  of  Port- 
land,  32  Id.  431.) 

The  work  in  question  could  only  lawfully  be  done  under 
a  contract  authorized  by  the  common  council,  and  made 
by  the  board  of  contracts.    This  is  expressly  provided  by 
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the  city  charter  (Laws  1862,  chap.  63,  §  33,  $ub.  3).  No 
antfaority  was  given  by  the  common  council  to  make  the 
improvement  in  question.  The  work  was  not  done  under 
contract  with  the  board  of  contracts.  It  was  proved  on 
the  trial  that  the  work  was  done  and  paid  for  by  the  engine 
company,  under  a  contract  with  them.  Therefore,  under 
every  rule  of  law  regulating  the  liability  of  municipal  cor-\ 
porations,  for  the  results  of  negligence  in  the  construction 
of  public  works,  the  defendant  is  not  responsible  herein. 

1.  The  law  had  conferred  no  authority  upon  any  city 
officers  to  perform  such  work. 

2.  The  work  was  not  done  by  the  city,  or  authorized  by 
it,  as  provided  by  law. 

The  argument  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the  defendant 
assented  to  the  prosecution  of  the  work  in  the  manner 
aforesaid,  and  by  their  conduct  allowed  the  plaintiffs  to  be 
damaged,  and  that  by  the  assent  aforesaid  of  the  city  offi- 
cers, the  corporation  is  estopped  from  raising  the  above 
objections,  has  no  force.  The  officers  of  the  city  having 
no  power  to  assent  to  what  they  could  not  do  directly,  or 
to  bind  the  city  by  such  acquiescence. 

Justice  Stbono,  in  I%e  Mayor,  tfc,  of  Albany  ^f^i.  Cunl^^ 
above  cited  (a  suit  brought  to  recover  damages  accrued 
through  the  insufficient  construction  of  a  bridge  by  the 
city  of  Albany),  said  :  ^'  If  the  common  council  could  not, 
under  the  circumstances,  bind  the  corporation  expressly  a 
fortiori,  they  could  not  bind  them  by  way  of  estoppel.'' 
{Brady  agt.  Mayor,  ^c.  Jf.  Y.  20  JV*.  Y.  316 ;  Hodges  agt. 
CSty  of  Bf^alo,  2  Denio,  110 ;  Boom  agt.  Ciiy  of  Utica,  2 
Barb.  104.) 

II.  The  negligence  complained  of  (if  any)  was  that  *  of 
the  contractor's  servants,  for  which  the  city  is  not  respon- 
sible. The  city  had  no  control  over  his  workmen,  or  super- 
intendence of  their  work,  and  for  the  consequences  of  hia 
or  their  acts,  the  defendant  would  not  be  responsible  even 
if  he  was  acting  under  a  contract '  with  the  city.     The 
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negligence  (if  any)  in  this  case,  was  that  of  the  man  who 
did  the  mason  work  for  the  contractors  for  the  whole  job. 
He  was  the  servant  of  the  contractors,  and  for  his  negli- 
gence they  are  liable.  He  is  also  liable  individually.  As 
the  contractors  are  undoubtedly  liable  for  the  acts  of  their 
servants,  the  city  cannot  also  be  liable. 

The  court  of  appeals  say  :  '*  Another  condition  to  be 
regarded  in  the  application  of  the  rule  of  respondeat  supe- 
rior is,  that  there  can  be  but  one  responsible  superior  for 
the  same  subordinate  at  the  same  time,  and  in  respect  to 
the  same  transaction."  {Blake  agt.  Ferris^  1  SeUL  56,  and 
cases  there  cited  ;  see  also  Pack  agt.  Mayor ^  tfc.  of  Jf,  F.  4 
Seld.  222;  Kelly  agt.  Mayor,  tfc.  of  JV.  Y,  1  Kern.  p.  432, 
tokich  follows  the  rule  laid  down  in  above  cases,  and  Stevens  « 
agt.  Armstrong,  2  Seld.  435  ;  City  of  Buffalo  agt.  Halloway, 
4  Seld.  435  ;  Gent  agt.  The  Mayor,  tfc.  Sel.  notes,  Jfo.  p.  68 ; 
Gourdier  agt.  Cormack,  2  R  D.  Smith,  254 ;  Lockwood  agt. 
Mayor,  fyc.  2  Hilton,  p.  66 ;  Hanvey  agt.  City  of  Rochester, 
35  Barb.  177;  JVbr^on  agt.  Wiswall,  26/d.  618;  »Feyan/ agt. 
JV.  Y.  fy  Harlem  RR.  Co.  3  Duer,  360 ;  Blackwell  agt.  Wis- 
wall,  24  Barb.  355 ;  Bown  agt.  CUy  of  Utica,  2  Id.  104 ; 
Storrs  agt.  City  of  Utica,  17  JV.  Y.  104 ;  Benedict  agt  Mar- 
tin,  36  Barb.  288  ;  Potter  agt.  Seym^our,  4  Bos.  140 ;  Gilbert 
agt.  Beach,  5  Id.  445;  O^Rourke  agt.  Hart,  7  Id.  611;  aU 
of  which  cases  follow  the  rule  laid  down  in  Blake  agt.  Ferris.) 

III.  The  theory  conceived  by  the  county  judge,  on  which 
he  affirmed  the  judgment  herein,  viz. :  That  the  defendants 
are  liable  as  owners  of  the  property,  for  damages  resulting 
from  the  improper  use  of  the  same,  has  of  course  for  its 
basis  the  same  facts  as  the  theory  on  which  the  plaintiff 
contended.  It  is  merely  seeking  to  show  a  liability  arising 
from  the  circumstances  of  the  case  by  viewing  them  from 
a  different  stand  point,  while  he  himself  admits  that  on 
such  facts  the  court  of  last  resort  has  held  a  defendant  not 
liable,  as  stated  in  second  point,  viz. :  that  the  person  who 
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actually  performs  the  work  negligently  and  improperly,  is 
alone  liable  for  any  damage  occasioned  thereby. 

George  Thompson,  for  respondents. 

L  By  the  city  charter,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  com* 
mon  council  to  control  and  govern  the  firemen  and  fire  com- 
panies of  the  city,  to  provide  them  with  engine  houses,  and 
to  control  said  houses  (Charter ,  title  2,  §  13,  sub:  3).  Also 
to  prohibit  and  abate  nuisances  (Title  2,  §  13,  siib.  9). 

The  firemen  and  fire  companies  being  under  the  control 
and  management  of  the  common  council,  and  the  engine 
houses  under  their  regulation  and  control,  the  fire  compa- 
nies occupying  such  engine  houses  are  not  tenants,  but 
rather  servants  or  agents  of  the  common  council.  As  such 
servants  or  agents,  so  occupying  the  engine  houses,  their 
acts  would  in  many  respects  bind  the  city.  At  least,  no- 
tice to  them  as  occupants  for  and  under  the  city,  of  trans- 
actions and  proceedings  connected  with  the  building, 
woulil  to  notice  to  the  city.  (Bank  of  U.  S.  agt.  Davis;  2 
mil,  ftl ;  Weisser  agt.  Denison,  10  JV.  Y.  68.)  The  defend- 
ants  being  thus  presumed  to  know  of  the  alteration  of  the 
building  by  raising  the  walls,  are  presumed  to  assent  to 
and  countenaiiceit,  and  are  responsible  for  the  consequence 
of  the  improper  and  unsafe  method  of  its  execution. 

II.  The  city  is  bound  to  take  cognizance  of  all  matters 
placed  under  their  charge  and  control,  such  as  streets, 
wharves,  public  buildings,  engine  houses,  &o.  The  duty 
imposed  upon  it  requires  frequent  and  constant  care  and 
attention  to  guard  not  only  from  the  defects  of  dilapidation 
from  time  to  time,  and  injuries  by  the  elements,  but  to 
prevent  unauthorized  and  even  hostile  acts  of  use  and  occu- 
pation, injurious  to  the  public,  such  as  the  erection  of 
structures,  barriers  and  impediments  thereon,  calculated  to 
injure  private  individuals,  and  the  city  is  responsible  for 
damages  arising  from  such  causes.     (Wendell  agt.  Mayor  of 
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Troy,  S9  Barb.  329  ;  Grant  agt.  CWy  of  Brooklyn,  41  Air*. 
381.) 

When  such  injurious  acts  are  committed  by  the  direct 
authority,  or  with  the  knowledge  of  the  common  council, 
no  matter  how  sh'ort  a  time  intervenes  between  the  act  and 
the  accident,  the  city  is  liable ;  but  when  no  direct  autho- 
rity or  knowledge  by  the  city  of  such  injurious  acts  can  be 
shown^  their  knowledge  and  authority  is  presumed,  after 
the  lapse  of  a  reasonable  time.  In  the  case  of  a  street 
obstruction,  a  few  days  would  be  amply  sufficient  to  pre- 
sume such  notice,  and  to  incur  the  liability  arising  there- 
from. In  the  case  of  an  engine  house,  occupied  by  the 
servants  and  agents  of  the  city,  such  presumed  notice 
would  be  at  least  equally  speedy.  The  question  of  the 
want  of  action  of  the  board  of  contracts,  and  the  regu- 
larity of  the  proceedings  for  the  act  complained  of,  though 
constituting  a  good  defence  to  a  suit  for  labor  and  materials 
expended  thereon,  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  tortuous  and 
negligent  acts  of  the  city,  except  to  increase  and  aggravate 
them. 

III.  Aside  from  the  obligation  to  control,  direct  and 
guard  its  own  property,  the  charter  imposes  upon  the  com- 
mon council  the  duty  of  prohibiting  and  abating  nuisances 
generally.  The  city  also  incurs  an  equal  liability  with 
other  land  owners  and  occupants,  for  the  erection  and  con- 
tinuation of  nuisances  upon  its  premises.  The  control  and 
management  of  the  engine  house  being  given  by  law  to  the 
city,  the  legal  occupancy  was  by  the  city  and  not  by  the 
company,  and  the  city  is  directly  amenable  for  the  damages 
resulting  therefrom,  in  the  same  manner  as  private  indi- 
viduals.  The  previous  remarks  with  regard  to  presumed 
and  actual  notice,  are  applicable  to  this  head. 

By  the  court,  Lott,  Justice.  Assuming,  as  was  probably 
done  oi^  the  trial,  that  the  fire  engine  house  and  lot  on 
which  it  is  erected^  were  owned  by  the  defendant,  that  is 
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no  proof  that  the  alteration  or  raising  of  the  bnilding  was 
done  by  or  for  it.  On  the  contrary,  the  eviclence  shows 
this  was  done  by  the  engine,  company,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant had  no  connection  whatever  with  the  work.  The  county 
judge  therefore  properly  came  to  the  conclusion  that 
*' under  the  testimony,  neither  the  fire  company  nor  the 
builders  who  erected  the  wall,  can  be  considered  as  the 
agents  or  employees  of  the  defendsmts  in  building  it,  and 
therefore,  the  defendants  cannot  be  held  liable  as  for  the 
injury  resulting  from  the  carelessness  of  workmen  employed 
by  them  in  the  performance  of  work  which  they  were 
required  or  authorized  to  do  or  have  done."  He,  however, 
affirmed  thd  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  on  the 
principle  as  stated  by  him,  '*  that  all  owners  of  real  pro- 
perty, and  especially  where  the  property  is  actually 
improved  and  occupied  by  the  owner,  are  bound  so  to  use 
it  as  not  to  injure  the  property  of  others,  and  that  any 
improper  or  careless  use  of  it,  whether  by  the  owner  per* 
Bonally,  or  by  a  person  or  persons  by  him  put  in  charge  of 
it,  creating  a  liability  to  produce  injury  to  others  without 
their  fault,  will,  when  the  injury  actually  occurs,  render 
the  owner  liable  to  the  party  injured  for  damages  resulting 
therefrom." 

Conceding  the  principle  laid  down  by  him  to  be  correct, 
I  do  not  see  how  it  can  on  the  facts  in  thisoase  be  applied 
to  sustain  the  judgment.  It  assumes 'the  right  of  an  owner 
to  use  his  own  property  properly,  and  a  liability  to  a  party 
injured  thereby,  is  based  on  an  improper  or  careless  use  of 
it.  If  the  defendant  had  authorized  and  actually  con- 
tracted for  the  performance  of  the  work  which  resulted  in 
the  injury  complained  of,  that  could  not  be  construed  into 
an  improper  or  careless  use  of  the  property.  Every  owner 
of  real  estate,  has  the  right  to  improve  it««ither  by  the 
erection  of  new  buildings  thereon,  or  the  alteration  and 
improvement  of  those  already  erected.  That  right  is  gen- 
erally   exercised    through  the   agency   of  other   persons 
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employed  to  do  the  necessary  work,  and  unless  it  aflbma> 
tively  appears  that  in  making  the  contract  for  its  execution 
some  improper  act  was  required  to  be  done,  or  some  ordi- 
nary or  proper  precaution  was  improperly  omitted,  it  is 
diffiult  to  see  bow  the  owner  can  be  charged  with  improper 
conduct  or  negligence.  There  is  nothing  in  the  case  before 
us  to  show  or  justify  the  conclusion  that  the  defendant, 
even  if  the  contract  under  which  the  work  was  done  had 
been  made  by  competent  authority  to  bind  it,  could  be 
charged  with  the  improper  or  careless  use  of  the  property. 
So  far  as  appears,  there  was  nothing  unusual  in  its  pro- 
visions, or  that  it  contains  anything  more  or  less  than  was 
necessary  or  proper  to  do  the  work  properly. 

The  effect  of  the  decision  of  the  court  below  is  to  hold 
the  defendant  to  a  greater  liability,  although  the  work  was 
done  without  its  authority,  and  under  an  agreement  with 
the  company,  than  if  it  had  been  done  by  its  express 
direction,  and  under  a  contract  with  its  proper  ofScers,  duly 
executed.  The  contract  wasmade  with  Snediker  &  Fatten, 
builders.  They,  it  appears,  employed  Kenny  to  do  the 
mason  work,  and  the  injury  to  the  plaintiffs  resulted  from 
the  negligent  execution  of  that  work,  and  not  from  any 
fault  or  misconduct  of  Snediker  &  Patton.  Under  such 
circumstances  the  defendant  would  not  have  been  liable. 
The  injury  was  done  while  the  work  was  in  progress,  by  a 
party  over  whom  the  defendant  had  no  control,  and  for 
whose  acts  it  was  not  responsible.  If  an  express  autho- 
"rity  to  do  the  work  would  not  have  created  a  liability  to 
the  plaintiffs,  a  mere  acquiescence  in  its  performance  could 
not,  and  we  are  led  to  the  conclusion  that  the  plaintiffs 
have  sought  redress  from  a  party  without  fault,  and  that 
the  recovery  is  wrong. 

The  judgment  of  the  justice  and  of  the  county  court, 
affirming  the  same,  must  be  reversed,  with  costs  of  the 
appeals  to  the  county  court  and  in  this  court. 
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COUNTY  COURT. 

Stephen  Ireland,  respondent  agt.  Jefferson  Johnson, 

appellant. 

The  giTing  of  the  promjf «ory  naie  of  the  pnreluuMr  of  ponosftl  proportj  for  oTor 
$60,  to  the  vendor  for  the  pnrohase  priee  thereof,  is  not  a  payment  within  the 
itatate  of  frande,  lo  a«  to  pass  the  title  to  the  property  to  the  parehaeer. 

Chenango  County  Courts  January,  18^5. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover,  originally  brought  in  a 
justice's  court,  in  which  court  the  plaintiff  recovered  a 
judgment,  from  which  judgment  the  defendant  appealed 
to  the  Chenango  county  court,  and  the  cause  was  tried  in 
the  county  court  in  December,  1863,  before  Hon.  D wight 
H.  Clark,  County  Judge,  and  a  jury.  The  jury,  under 
the  charge  of  the  judge,  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  and  respondent,  for  $100.  On  the  trial  in  the 
county  court,  the  following  facts  appeared :  About  the 
last  of  August  or  first  of  September,  1863,  the  plaintiff 
called  upon  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  examining  a 
threshing  machine,  with  the  view  of  p'nrchasing  it.  After 
some  negotiation  in  regard  to  the  machine,  the  defendant 
agreed  to  sell  the  plaintiff  the  machine  for  $90,  and  to  take 
the  plaintiff's  note  for  that  amount,  payable  the  first  day 
of  April,  thereafter,  with  interest.  Not  having  any  stamps 
to  put  on  the  not^,  it  was  agreed  by  the  parties  that  the 
plaintiff  was  to  go  to  the  store  of  one  Davis,  in  the  same 
town,  on  his  way  home,  and  execute  the  note,  and  leave  it 
there,  and  the  defendant  was  to  call  and  get  it,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  to  call  at  the  defendant's  and  get  the  machine 
at  a  future  day.  The  plaintiff  executed  the  note,  and  left 
it  at  the  store  of  Davis,  as  he  had  agreed.  A  few  days 
afterwards  he  sent  one  Richards,  his  son-in-law,  for  the 
machine,  to  the  defendant,  who  refused  to  deliver  the 
machine  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  con- 
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sider  the  note  good.  The  defendant  had  not  taken  the  note 
from  Davis'  store. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  and  also  at  the 
close  of  the  evidence  in  the  case,  the  defendant  asked  the 
court  to  npnsuit  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  .that  the  agree- 
ment to  sell  the  machine  to  plaintiff  was  void  by  the  statute 
of  frauds,  there  being  no  delivery  of  the  property,  no  pay- 
ment made,  and  no  memorandum  in  writing  made  of  the 
contract  and  signed  by  the  parties,  the  property  being 
worth  over  $50.  TI\e  court  refused  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  defendant  excepted.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant 
also  asked  the  court  to  charge  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover,  for  the  same  reason.  The  court  refiued 
so  to  charge  the  jury,  and  defendant's  counsel  excepted. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  among  other  things,  that 
if  they  believed  the  facts  as  alleged  by  the  plaintiff,  that 
the  plaintiff  upon  executing  and  leaving  his  promissory 
note  of  $90,  payable  the  first  day  of  April,  with  Davis, 
and  Davis  receiving  the  same,  was  in  the  same  position  as 
if  he  had  left  the  note  with  defendant  and  defendant  had 
received  the  same.  That  such  delivery  to  and  acceptance 
by  defendant,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation, 
would  have  constituted  a  payment,  so  that  the  title  to  the 
property  would  have  passed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  an  action 
would  lie  by  him  for  the  non-delivery  thereof.  The  defend- 
ant's counsel  excepted  to  that  part  of  the  charge  which 
stated  that  the  delivery  of  the  note  to  Davis  was  a  pay- 
ment for  the  machine,  and  made  the  agreement  valid,  and 
the  machine  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  he  could 
recover  the  value  thereof  of  the  defendant. 

The  defendant  now  moves  for  a  new  trial  on  a  bill  of 
exceptions. 

Sayre  &  WiNSOR,  for  defendant  and  appellant. 
J.  W.  Glover,  for  plaintiff  and  respondent. 
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By  the  coirrt,  H.  G.  Peindle,  County  Judge.  The  main 
question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  giving  of  the  promis- 
B6ry  note  by  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purchase  price  of  the 
machine,  was  a  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  and  took 
the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  frauds. 
The  statute  requires  some  part  of  the  purchase  money  to 
be  actually  p€ud.  Can  the  giving  of  one's  own  promissory 
note  on  the  purchase  of  property,  in  any  sense  be  consid- 
ered a  payment  ?  Is  it  anything  more  than  a  promise  to 
pay  7  It  seems  ta  be  well  settle^  in  this  state  that  the 
^ving  df  a  promissory  tiote  by  the  debtor  on  the  purchase 
of  property,  is  tiot  a  pajnaoient  of  the  debt,  and  I  am  unable' 
to  dee  how  in  connection  with  the  statute  of  frauds  it  can 
hav^  the  effect  of  hii  actual  payment  of  the  purchase 
money,  when  it  is  not  regarded  as  payment  in  any  other 
base.  In  TeOi  Siemhurgh  agt.  Hioffman  (15  Barb.  31),  the 
court  held  that  thei  giving  of  a  promissory  negotiable  note 
IB  not  ffwui  facie  payment  of  a  pre-existing  debt.  In 
?Fay(fe//  agt.  S^cor  (3  Denio,  416),  Senator  Lott,  who  deli- 
-tered  the  pret-ailing  opinion  in  that  case,  said  :  "  I  concede 
f(hat  the  note  of  a  debtor  himself  will  not  discharge  a  pre- 
oedwt  debt,  though  it  may  suspend  the  remedy.  Yet  I 
(Consider  it  to  be  equally  well  settled  that  the  acceptance 
by  a  creditor  of  the  note  of  a  third  person  for  an  existing 
indebtedness,  operates  as  an  extinguishment  of  the  original 
oonsideration,  when  agreed  to  be  accepted  in  full  satis- 
faction." It  seems  to  be  well  established  that  there  is  a 
distinction  between  the  giving  of  one's  own  note  and  the 
note  of  a  third  person.  In  the  one  case  it  is  the  mere 
promise*  of  the  purchaser  to  pay,  and  in  the  other  it  is  the 
iictual  transfer  of  a  debt  or  claim  against  a  third  person, 
which  if  agreed  to  be  taken  as  payment,  actually  extin- 
guishes the  debt  and  discharges  the  liability  of  the  pur- 
chaser, while  in  the  other  no  new  liability  is  created  by 
tli«  giving  of  one's  own  note,  and  no  liability  is  extin- 
guished ot  in  the  least  changed,  the  debt  remaining  unpaid, 
Vol.  XXVni.  3* 
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and  the  creditor  simply  has  the  promise  of  the  debtor  in 
writing  to  pay  the  amount  agreed  upon  at  the  time  fixed. 
It  would  simply  change  the  nature  of  proof  when  the 
creditor  attempted  to  enforce  collection ;  in  the  one  case 
he  would  prove  the  signature  to  the  note,  and  in  the  other 
the  contract  between  the  parties. 

A  parol  contract  to  sell  personal  property  or  choses  in 
action  for  the  price  of  $50  or  more,  is  void,  even  where  there 
is  an  agreement  to  indorse  the  price  of  the  property  or  claim 
on  a  note  or  other  obligation  held  by  the  purchaser  against 
the  vendor,  or  an  agreement  by  the  purchaser  to  give  the 
vendor  credit  on  an  account  held  by  him  against  the  vendor, 
unless  the  indorsement  has  been  actually  made  or  the  credit 
given  on  the  account  {Ely  agt.  Ormsby^  12  Barb.  670 ; 
Jlrtcher  agt.  Zek,  5  Hill,  200.) 

In  these  cases  the  argument  is  as  forcible  to  maintam 
that  they  are  not  within  the  statute,  as  in  the  ease  of 
giving  of  the  note  by  the  debtor  for  the  property  pur* 
chased.  In  these  cases  there  is  a  promise  to  make  indorse- 
ment and  give  the  credit,  but  until  the  indorsement  is 
actually  made  or  the  credit  given,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
least  to  change  the  rights  or  liabilities  of  the  parties ;  in 
each  case  it  is  a  mere  naked  promise  to  pay  or  do  what 
would  amount  to  payment  if  done,  neither  of  which,  in  my 
judgment,  can  have  the  effect  of  an  actual  payment  of  a 
part  of  the  purchase  money  under  the  statute,  and  if  I  am 
correct  in  the  view  I  have  taken  of  the  law,  the  plaintiff 
in  this  case  should  have  been  nonsuited.  The  defendant 
could  not  have  enforced  payment  of  the  note  given  for  the 
machine  without  a  delivery  of  the  property,  as  the  whole 
bargain  was  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  there  was 
no  consideration  for  the  note. 

The  authorities  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
were  Chitiy  wi  Contracts  (Sth  ed.  848),  where  Chitty  says: 
**  The  delivery  of  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note  on 
aooount,  or  in  payment  of  the  price  of  goods  sold  nnder  a 
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parol  contract,  will  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute, 
8uca  instrnment  amounting  to  payment  till  dishonored;"^ 
and  10/A  Pettrsdorf^s  Abridgment^  129,  note^  saying :  "  The 
delivering  of  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note  in  part 
payment,  would  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute."  In^the 
case  of  Combs  agt.  Bateman  (10  Barb.  574),  the  learned  justice 
who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  commented  on  these 
cases,  and  said  :  **  This  doubtless  refers  to  a  bill  of  exchange 
or  promissory  note  of  a  third  person,  and  not  of  the  pur- 
chaser. The  delivering  of  the  note  of  the  purchaser  can 
in  no  sense  be  said  to  be  a  payment.  It  may  suspend  the 
right  of  action  of  the  seller  for  the  purchase  moi;iey  until 
the  maturing  of  the  note,  but  the  absolute  liability  of  the 
purchaser  remains.  Not  so,  however,  in  all  cases  of  the 
delivery  of  the  obligation  of  a  third  person*  That,  when 
agreed  to  be  taken  in  satisfaction,  is  an  absolute  payment, 
and  in  all  cases  the  purchaser's  liability  is  contingent."  I 
regard  this  decision  as  authority  in  this  case,  and  that  it 
correctly  settles  the  principle  involved.  I  entertain  great 
respect  for  the  opinion  of  his  Honor  Judge  Clark,  before 
whom  this  cause  was  tried,  but  his  decision  on  the  motion 
to  nonsuit  was  made  necessarily  without  a  full  examination 
of  the  authorities  bearing  upon  the  question.  After  a 
careful  examination  of  the  question  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  the  contract  was  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  that 
the  giving  of  the  note  was  not  a  payment  of  the  purchase 
money,  and  that  the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause 
erred  in  refusing  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff. 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  therefore  granted,  with 
costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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Gibion  agt.  Stone. 

SUPREME  COUET. 
CkBsoir,  and  others  agt.  Stone,  and  others. 

4  jrtlfM't  ^  ^  #f(qadi^tp  to  hold  il»e  prooMda  of  otrUin  goodi  ffnr  tko  Waotl 
of  the  pl^intifff,  does  not  giye  the  plaintiffs  a  speelfie  Uen  on  the  foody  tliea- 
felres.  '  And  if  the  defendants,  instead  of  selling  the  goods  for  eash  and  remit- 
ting the  preeeeds  to  the  plaintiffiiy  appropriatod  them  to  the  payment  of  their 
4el>ti^  theplaii^tiirs  would  haye  no  more  right  to  follow  them  into  the  poitaeriflA 
of  the  ereditorsy  than  they  would  hare  to  follow  the  proeeeds  in  eaee  the  defend- 
aats  sold  the  goods  for  oath  and  appropriated  the  money  to  the  payment  of  the 
i.^me  dehtsu  In  tilhet  ease  i,t  is  alike  merely  a  Tiolatioa  of  a  promiee,  for 
whioh  they  are  personally  responsible  to  the  plainti|b. 

In  order  to  oonstitnte  an  equitable  a99igmn$nt  of  the  goods  to  the  plaintifi,  they 
nnst  shew  an  inUfU  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  ewrendtr  all  eontrai  orer 
t]|e  goods. 

Where  a  p  ertfi^  haying  disposed  of  his  share  of  the  good  will  of  tM.  eeti^bjiihpan^ 
the  new  firm  agree  to  allow  him  half  yearly,  one  per  eent  upon  the  groes  mlei 
eye  the  i|rj|i,  th^  p^r  epm^ge  do^i  not  ooutitnto  him  a  member  of  tiM  mew  tim. 

JfhD  Yiyrk  General  Term,  February ,  1865. 
^     Before  Ikoraham,  P.  J.,  GLEmcE  and  SuTHE^];^AifD:>«  JEKftim- 
Appeal  from  a  judgment  at  special  term. 

C  BAii»aii>OB  Smith,  for  plaintiffs* 
Martin  A  Smiths, /or  defondants. 

9j  the  ootiirt,  Clerks,  J.  I  concmr  with  the  referee  hi 
thil  opioioD,  ihat  the  thr«e  letters  of  December  29,  1860, 
^^a^iiary  11  and  January  29,  1861,  did  not  create  a  specific 
Uw  Qpon  the  goods  mentioned  in  these  letters.  The  first . 
letter  states  that  the  New.  York  honse  should  hold  the  pro* 
CKQeds  of  the  s^les  of  certain  goods  for  the  plaintiffb'  account, 
as  security  for  the  payment  of  their  aoceptanees  of  Messrs. 
James  Black  &  Co.'s  drafts  for  £5,000  each,  drawn  as  an 
advance  against  the  above-mentioned  shipments.  The 
second  letter  of  January  11, 1861,  written  by  the  plaintifis 
to  Messrs.  Stone  &  Co.,  of  New  York,  stating  that  they 
handed  the  latter  the  two  acceptances  for  £5,000  each,  as 
advances  on  the  goods,  and  which,  according  to  an  arrange- 
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nient  with  tb6  house  of  Stone  &  Co.,  itl  Manchester,  were 
to  be  held  in  ttast  for  the  pftymeht  of  the  said  tWo  accept- 
toced. 

The  third  letter,  dated  29th  January,  1861,  written  hf 
Stone  A  Co.,  of  New  York,  to  the  plaintiffs,  acknowledges 
the  receipt  W  the  letter  of  the  11th,  which  they  say  advises 
them  of  the  acceptances,  and  indicates  the  goods  to  be 
held  in  trust  for  the  payment  of  the  acceptances,  leaking 
these  letters  together,  they  simply  amount  to  a  proitiise, 
on  the  part  of  Stone  &  Co.,*  to  hold  the  proceeds  of  the 
goods  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs.  It  gives  them  no 
specific  lien  on  the  goods  themselves,  and  if  Stone  &  Co., 
instead  of  selling  the  goods  for  cash  and  remitting  the 
proceeds  to  the  plaintiffs,  appropriated  them  to  the  pay* 
ment  of  their  debts,  the  plaintiffs  have  no  more  rig^t  ta 
follow  them  into  the  possession  of  the  creditors,  than  tbey 
would  have  to  follow  the  proceeds,  in  case  Stone  &  Go. 
sold  the  goods  for  cash  and  appropriated  the  money  to  the 
payment  of  the  tome  debts.  In  either  ease  it  19  alike  merel j^ 
a  violation  of  a  promise,  for  which  they  are  personally 
responsible  to  the  plaintiffs. 

No  intent  is  shown  on  the  part  of  Stone  &  Co.  tb  ffttt- 
render  all  control  over  the  goods ;  and  this,  according  to 
all  the  authorities  is  necessary,  in  order  to  constitute  an 
equitable  assignment.  All  that  Stone  &  Co.  have  said  in 
the  letters  of  29th  December,  1860,  and  of  29th  January, 
1861,  amounts,  I  repeat,  only  to  a  promis'*  to  hold  the> 
goods  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  to  pay 
the  proceeds  to  them,  giving  to  the^  plaintiffs  no  equitable 
assignment,  and  still  more  clearly  no  pledge  or  mortgage. 
Stone  &  Co.  retained  throughout  complete  control  over  the 
goods,  t  also  am  decidedly  of  opinion  that  the  referee 
correctly  found  that  Henry  A.  Stone  was  not  a  partner 
with  Stone  A;  Co.  As  a  creditor  for  the  loan  of  $100,000 
he  received  seven  per  cent,  as  a  previour  member  of  the 
firni.-   Having  disposed  of  his  share  of  the  good-will  of  the 
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establishment,  the  new  firm  agreed  to  allow  himj  half-yearly, 
one  per  cent  upon  the  gross  sales  of  the  firm,  precisely  as 
they  might  have  allowed  any  agent  for  procuring  customers 
a  similar  percentage.  In  this  agreement  they  expressly 
declare  that  Henry  A.  Stone  has  no  interest  in  the  com- 
mission, guarantee  or  profit  and  loss,  and  thai  he  is  in  no 
wise  a  partner  or  to  be  allowed  to  have  any  part  or  control 
in  the  business  of  the  house. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed  with  costs.   « 


COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

The  People  ex  rel.  John  Lumley,  and  another  agt.  Morgav 
Lewis  and  others,  Commissioners  of  Highways  of  the 
Town  of  Cherry  Valley. 

Where  a  retnrn  bM  been  made  to  an  aU^nuaive  tsrit  tf  mandamm,  and  imiet  an 
joined  thereooy  the  case  beoomes  an  action  under  the  Code,  as  diatingniihed 
f^om  a  special  proceeding  (affirming  decision  of  the  general  term,  ante,  159). 

An  appeal  will  not  lie  to  the  court  of  appeals  from  an  order  of  the  sonezal  tenn, 
upon  questions  of  the  a4fu8tment  and  taxation  qf  cotts, 

September  Term,  1864. 

This  appeal  was  brought  on  behalf  of  the  defendants, 
from  an  order  of  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court  in 
the  sixth  district,  denying  a  re-taxabion  of  costs  (reported 
ante,  p.  159).     The  relators  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal. 

E.  CouNT&YMAN,  for  motton. 
D.  C.  Bates,  contra. 

By  the  court,  Davies,  J.  The  reversal  by  the  general 
term  of  the  order  of  the  special  term,  was  in  effect  an 
affirmance  of  the  adjustment  and  taxation  of  costs.  From 
this  order  of  the  general  term  the  defendants  have  appealed 
to  this  court,  and  the  relators  move  to  dismiss  the  appeal 
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The  jadgment  entered  upon  the  writ  of  mandamus  in  this 
action  is  reviewable  in  this  court,  and  upon  the  appeal 
froju  such  judgment  this  court  has  power  to  review  any. 
intermediate  order  involving  the  merits,  and  necessarily 
affecting  the  judgment  (jsuh.  \^  of  \11  of  the  Code).  The 
intermediate  order  herein  referred  to,  is  any  order  of  the 
character  described,  made  in  the  action  after  the  com- 
mencement of*  the  same  and  before  final  judgment  entered. 
The  order  appealed  from  in  this  action  was  made  after  judg- 
ment, and  does  not,  therefore,  fall  within  the  provisions^f 
this  part  of  the  Code,  neither  is  it  embraced  in  subdivision 
two  of  the  same  section.  It  is  not  an  order  which  in  effect 
determines  the  action,  and  prevents  a  judgment  from  which 
an  appeal  might  be  taken  to  this  court.  It  is  not  a  final 
order  made  in  a  special  proceeding,  for  this  is  an  action. 
Neither  is  it  a  final  order  made  upon  a  summary  applica- 
tion  in  an  action  after  judgment.  The  order  appealed  from^ 
-therefore,  does  not  fall  within  any  classification  of  orders 
appealable  to  this  court,  as  defined  by  the  Code. 

But  a  conclusive  objection  to  the  appeal  is  that  this  court 
does  not  review  questions  upon  the  adjustment  and  taza^ 
tion  of  costs.  Orders  made  for  re-adjustment  or  re-taxa^ 
tion,  or  orders  made  affirming  such  adjustment  and  taxa- 
tion are  not  appealable  to  this  court.  Such  has  been  the 
well  settled  practice  of  this  court.  (3  How.  426  ;  10  How. 
353.) 

The  application  should  be  dismissed  with  costs.  De- 
cision accordingly. 


Loonarin  ag^.  Brookvaj. 


NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Thomas  Loonam^*  appellant  agt.  William  E.  Brockwat, 
respondent 

A  nuwfer  ii  not  lUMe  lor  injaries  to  h\»  sgrvani  while  ndng  machfiiarj  in  tka 
employmenl  of  Um  mastery  if  the  servant  has  the  tame  means  of  knoirledge  of 
its  safety  as  the  master ;  and  at  or  before  tl^e  time  the  accident  ocewred  then 
was  nothing  to  indicate  any  danger  such  as  demanded  or  suggested  proeaations 
whkh  were  onbtted. 

General  Term^  December,  1864. 

Before  Moncrief,  Gartin  and  McCunn,  Justices. 

This  action  came  on  to  be  tried  before  one  of  the  jus- 
tices of  this  court  and  a  jury ;  upon  the  plantiflF  resting 
his  case,  the  defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint, 
and  the  court  granted  the  motion.  The  plaintiff  excepted. 
Whereupon  the  exceptions  were  directed  to  be  heard  at 
the  general  term  in  the  first  instanqe,  and  the  entry  of 
judgment  in  the  meanwhile  to  be  suspended. 

Edwin  James, /or  appellant. 
H.  T.  Buckley,  for  respondent. 

By  the  co!urt>  Hongrief,  J.  It  was  aftid  in  Cook  agt 
BM  (30  Jut.  t5  20  S.  P.  137),  ''  this  case  was  tried  before 
a  justice  of  this  court  and  a  jury,  and  the  argument  was 
then  as  now  very  fully  gooe  into.  Bat,  although  the  case 
was  then  fully  heard  and  fairly  tried,  we  do  not  regret  that 
this  appeal  was  taken  and  discussed  at  great  length,  for  it 
enables  us  to  review  the  whole  matter  in  a  case  where  our 
leaning,  if  any,  will  naturally  be  with  the  plaintiff.  When 
the  labor  to  be  performed  is  hazardous,  it  is  fair  to  presume 
that  it  is  also  more  than  usually  remunerative.  .  This  was 
not  an  action  for  injury  arising  from  defect  of  machinery, 
or  any  defect  of  that  nature ;  the  plaintiff  wrought,  it  may 
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be,  under  coDBtant  peril ;  that  danger  and  peril  were  the 
ordinary  condition  of  thaC  specie?  of  labor.'' 

The  learned  conneel  for  the  plaintiff  conceded  that  this 
action  was  not  brought  for  an  alleged  defect  of  machinery, 
bnt  contended,  as  the  complaint  avers,  that  it  was,  in  fact, 
the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  take  due  and  proper  care, 
and  to  provide  all  proper  means  to  insure  the  reasonable 
safety  of  the  plaintiff  as  his  servant,  in  the  use  and  appli- 
cation of  the  said  steam,  Ac,  and  alleges  that  the  want  of 
a  guage  to  check  and  control  the  power  and  quantity  of 
steam  was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  for 
which,  in  law,  he  must  respond  in  damages  to  the  plaintiff. 
There  is  no  allegation  that  the  defendant  knew,  or  ought 
to  have  known,  of  anything  omitted  necessary  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  plaintiff  in  the  use  of  the  steam,  or  that  he  was 
as  well  aware  of  the  danger  in  its  use  as  the  plaintiff  him- 
self. The  fiftcts  out  of  which  the  alleged  duty  of  the 
defendant  arises  are  not  stated;  it  does  not  proceed  from 
statute,  as  in  England,  with  reference  to  fencing  machinery, 
nor  by  contract,  express  or  implied,  as  the  apparatus  wt^ 
not  defective,  and  was  in  the  same  condition  at  thb  time 
of  the  accident  as  it  was  when  the  plaintiff  began  his 
employment.  The  liability  of  the  defendant  would  arise 
only  from  the  fact  that  he  was  the  cause  of  the  injury  by 
employing  his  servant  in  wc^rk,  knowing  that  the  machinery 
by  which  he  carried  on  the  work  could  not  be  safely  used 
for  that  purpose,  and  that  its  use  was  accompanied  by  risk 
and  dsmger  (Pot%:s  agt.  Plunket,  Amer.  Law  Regis,  vol.  T, 
f.  5&3.).  Such  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  is 
the  gist  of  the  action.  In  England,  a  declaration  without 
such  an  averment  would  be  held  bad  on  demurrer.  (  Vose 
agt.  L.  T.  R.  Co.  27  L.  J.  249 ;  2  Hur.  ^  JTor.  213 ;  4 
Jur.  769 1  25  L  I.  S39 ;  WUHams  agt.  Clough,  B  H.  ^  JT. 
258;  PHe$iley  agt.  Fowler,  S  M.  W.  H.  Ij  Potis  agt. 
Plunkel,  supra,  and  Irish  Jurist.) 

It  has  been  held  otherwise  here  (Ayrdu  agt.  Jf.  7.  State 
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Printing  Telegraph  Co.  26  Barb.  R.  39).  The  point  was 
not  raised  in  Keegan  agt.  J%e  Western  R,  R.  Co.  (4  Seldm 
Rep.f  175).  Iq  the  former  case  it  was  held  that  "  the 
allegation  of  negligence  would  be  sustained  by  proving  ibe 
danger  from  the  defect  in  the  pole  and  that  it  was  known 
to  the  defendants."  There  was  no  such  evidence  adduced 
upon  this  trial;  on  the  contrary  it. would  appear  that  the 
defendant  did  not  consider  the  employment  hazardous,  as 
he  illustrated  the  process  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  latter 
successfully  pursued  the  occupation  without  accident  or 
complaint  for  fifteen  days.  It  was  not  pretended  that  the 
defendant  knew  or  had  reason  to  believe  that  any  defect 
or  imperfection  of  the  apparatus  used  by  the  plaintiff 
existed  until  after  the  accident  happened.  The  proper 
inquiry  is,  whether,  at  or  before  the  time  the  accident 
occurred,  there  was  any  indication  of  danger  such  as 
demanded  or  suggested  precautions  which  were  omitted. 
As  nothing  happens  without  a  cause,  so  perhaps  no  accident 
ever  occurred  as  to  which  suggestions  might  not  afterwards 
be  made  by  which  it  might  have  been  prevented.  The 
plaintiff,  if  he  had  discovered  any  imperfection  or  insuffi- 
ciency, had  not  advised  the  defendant ;  the  latter  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  present  while  the  plaintiff  was  engaged 
at  his  work,  except  upon  the  first  day.  '*  There  is  nothing 
legally  wrong  {says  Beamhall,  £,  in  Dynen  agt.  Leaehj  26 
Law  Joum.  Exch.  221)  in  the  use  of  an  employer  of  works 
or  machinery,  more  or  less  dangerous  to  his  workmen,  or 
less  safe  than  others  that  might  be  adopted.  It  may  be 
inhuman  for  an  employer  to  carry  on  his  works  so  as  to 
expose  his  workmen  to  the  peril  of  their  lives ;  but  it  does 
not  create  a  right  of  action  for  an  injury  which  it  may 
occasion,  where  the  workman  has  known  all  the  facts  and 
is  as  well  Acquainted  as  the  master  with  the  machinery, 
and  voluntarily  uses  it."  In  Williams  agt.  Clough  (3  fikr. 
if  Jfor.  Rep.  258),  the  said  learned  Judge  said,  "  I  abide 
by  the  opinion  I. expressed  in  the  case  referred  to  (just 
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quoted),  that  a  master  canuot  be  held  liable  for  an  accident 
to  his  servants  while  using  inach||iery  in  his  employment, 
simply  because  the  master  knows  that  such  machinery  if 
unsafe,  if  the  servant  has  the  same  means  of  knowledge  as 
the  master."  It  was  held  in  Assop  agt.  Yatts  (2  Hur.  4r 
JN'or.  jR.  767),  **  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  for 
injuries,  because  after  he  had  complained  of  the  heating, 
and  knowing  all  the  circumstances,  he  voluntarily  con-' 
tinned  at  work." 

The  cases  of  Gr^hs  agt.  Gidlw)  (3  Hur.  ^  Mr.  R.  648) ; 
Scrip  agt.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company ^  post,  in 
principle,  are  singularly  like  the  one  under  consideration* 
In  the  first  there  was  evidence  that  the  hook  by  which  the 
barrel  was  attached  which  drew  it  up  was  not  safe :  that 
it  ought  to  have  a  spring  hook,  which  it  was  alleged,  would 
have  prevented  the  misfortune  which  led  to  the  accident. 
'^  The  answer  to  this  {says  Watson,  B.  p.  655)  seems  to  us  to 
be  that  the  plaintiff  himself  knew  the  hook  and  worked 
with  it  himself,  possibly  attached  it  to  the  tub  or  bar* 
rel  which  afterwards  fell  upon  him,  and  seems  never  to 
have  made  any  observations  or  complaint  in  respect  to  it. 
We  think  that  a  servant  so  acting  cannot  maintain  an  action 
against  an  employer.  He  himself  was  contributory  to  the 
injury,  and  as  it  was  stated  by  Lord  Cranworth,  in  the 
case  in  the  House  of  Lords  (Patterson  agt.  Wallace,  1 
Macqueen,  748),  it  is  essential  for  the  plaintiff  or  pursuer  to 
establish  that  the  injury  arose  from  no  rashness  of  his  own." 

In  Scrip  agt.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Co.  (23  Law. 
Jour.  Rep.  23),  the  plaintiff  was  a  railway  guard  on  defend* 
ants'  line.  His  duties  were  to  attach  goods'  carriages  to 
the  engine,  and  dispatch  them  to  a  particular  station.  He 
was  occasionally  assisted  by  a  porter.  On  the  5th  of  July, 
1852,  it  was  necessary  to  shift  the  carriages  from  one  line 
to  another,  and  within  a  limited  time,  in  order  to  prevent 
a  collision  with  a  down  passenger  train,  which  would  shortly 
be  due.     While  he  was  in  the  performance  of  this  work^ 
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and  for  the  want,  as  be  aaid,  of  an  additional  person  to 
assist  him,  the  engine  started  and  he  was  thrown  on  the 
rails,  and  his  arm  was  crushed,  and  had  to  be  amputated. 
He  had  been  three  months  in  the  service  of  Uie  company. 
He  saed  the  company  for  damages,  alleging  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendants  to  take  all  due  precautions  to  pre- 
vent unnecessary  danger,  and  that  in  consequence  of  their 
neglecting  to  assign  some  one  to  assist  him  in  the  present 
instance,  he  had  met  with  the  accident.  The  court  of 
exchequer  held  that  the  company  was  not  liable.  •  *  * 
If  there  was  danger,  and  great  precaution  was  necessary, 
the  plaintiff  in  the  present  action  being  the  sole  operator, 
might  have  leffc  the  employ  of  the  defendant,  or  omitted 
to  turn  the  steam  into  the  barrel,  or  have  turned  off  the 
steam  when  he  found  the  water  he  had  put  into  the  barrel 
by  contact  with  the  steam  was,  as  be  testified,  "  boiling 
like  mad."  Again,  the  accident  can  be  attributed  to  human 
fallibility,  in  that  the  plaintiff  hammered  the  *'  plug  "  down 
into  the  barrel  so  tight  that  even  the  alleged  extraordinary 
pressure  of  steam  emitted  into  the  barrel  for  five  minutes, 
failed  to  send  the  plug  out,  and  the  barrel  gave  way.  The 
consequence  of  his  voluntary  act  under  such  cnrcumstanoes, 
cannot  be  visited  against  the  defendant,  however  distressing 
the  calamity  which  befell  him,  permanently  disabling  him 
from  pursuing  many  of  the  occupations  of  life. 

We  might  with  great  propriety,  have  rested  our  disposi- 
tion of  this  case  upon  the  reasons  assigned  by  the  learned 
judge  upon  dismissing  the  complaint,  and  the  case  there 
cited,  Wright  agt.  The  Jf.  F.  CentrfU  Railroad  Co.  (25  JV*. 
F.  jR.  66fi),  but  in  justice  to  the  learned  counsel  who  so 
ably  argued  the  exceptions,  we  have  carefully  examined 
all  the  authorities  cited  by  them,  as  well  as  some  others  to 
which  we  have  alluded. 

The  complaint  was  properly  dismissed.  The  exceptions 
must  be  overruled,  and  judgment  be  entered  for  the  de- 
fisudsnt 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

.The  Feople  car  re/.  New  York  Consolidated  Stage  Co. 
agt.  The  Coukt  07  Common  Pleas  for  the  City  and 
County  of  New  York. 

Writ9  of  prohibUUm  are  granted  hj  the  superior  oonrti  of  England,  and  in  thii 
ftote  by  the.saprema  oonrt  alone,  te  prevent  inferior  oonrta  from  $xesiding  thiir 
jurMiciUM,  or  to  prereat  the  orarpation  of  jarisdiction.  But  this  oonrt  eannot 
iifue  the  writ  to  deprive  an  inferior  oonrt  of  a  Jurisdietion  which  the  law  in  itt 
viadem  liaa  thought  proper  to  give  it. 
Tbe  c&urt  t/  eommoi^  pleat  for  the  city  and  county  of  Mew  York  is  intrusted  with 
.  equity  powers  ai  amply  a^  this  oonrt,  to  entertain  Jurisdietion  of  an  action  to 
set  aside  as  fraudulent,  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  ereditors,  and  to  enjoin 
the  assignee  from  holding  possession  of  or  interfering  with  the  ajaigned  property 
and  effects. 

General  Term,  February^  1865. 

Before  Ingraham,  P.  J.,  Clerke  and  Sutherland,  Juitice^, 

Appeal  from  an  order  revoking  a  writ  of  prohibition. 

0.  A.  Bapallo  and  Wm.  F.  Allen,  far  relaiars^  qppel^ 

lanis. 
A.  B.   Lawrence,   Jr.,   and    H.   W.   Bobinbon,  far 

respondents. 

Bjr  the  Goiirt,  Clerke,  J.  I.  The  weight  of  anthoritj 
10  certainly  in  ftivor  of  the  propoeition,  that  a  refusal  to 
grant  a  writ  of  prohibition  is  not  appealable.  It  eeema  to 
have  been  held  by  the  greater  number  of  judges  in  Eng^ 
land  that  the  awarding  of  a  prohibition  is  discretionary ; 
that  is,  in  the  language  of  Matthew  Bacon  :  *'  from  the. 
circunuBtances  of  the  case  the  superior  courts  are  at  liberty 
to  exercise  a  legal  discretion,  but  not  an  arbitrary  one,  in 
refusing  prohibitions,  where  in  such  like  cases  they  have 
been  granted,  or  where  by  the  laws  and  statutes  of  the 
realm,  they  ought  to  be  granted."  {Bacon^s  Abridgement, 
TUk  ProkUntion  B :  see  also  esp  parte  Brandlachi,  2  MUl,  367.) 
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The  determination  of  this  question  is,  however,  not  neces- 
sary in  the  present  case,  for  the  justice,  from  whose  order 
this  appeal-  is  taken,  was  abundantly  justified  in  refusing 
to  grant  a  writ  of  prohibition,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing, 
in  revoking  a  writ  which  he  had  inadvertently  issued. 

The  writ  is  granted  by  the  superior  courts  of  Westmin- 
ster, and  in  this  state  by  the  supreme  court  alone,  to  pre- 
vent inferior  courts  from  exceeding  their  jurisdiction.  It 
appears  to  me  very  plain  that  the  court  of  common  pleas, 
in  entertaining  jurisdiction  of  the  action  entitled  Hugh 
Smith  and  John  Kerr  agt.  The  Jfew  York  consolidated  Stage 
Company  and  others,  did  not  exceed  its  jurisdiction.  In 
doing  so,  that  court  does  not  necessarily  exercise  the  visita- 
torial power  intrusted  alone  to  the  supreme  court.  The 
main  object  of  the  action  was  to  have  an  alleged  fraudulent 
assignment  executed  by  a  majority  of  the  directors  declared 
null  and  void,  and  to  enjoin  the  assignee  from  holding 
possession  of  or  interfering  with  the  property  and  effects 
of  the  company.  This  is  the  exercise  of  the  ordinary 
equity  powers,  with  which  the  court  of  common  pleas  is 
as  amply  intrusted  as  the  supreme  court.  To  grant  a  writ 
of  prohibition,  therefore,  in  that  action,  would  be  an 
attempt  to  deprive  the  common  pleas  of  a  jurisdiction 
which  the  law,  in  its  wisdom,  has  thought  proper  to  give 
it ;  whereas,  this  court  is  only  allowed  to  issue  the  writ  to 
prevent  the  usurpation  of  jurisdiction.  If,  in  the  exercise 
of  its  lawful  authority,  or  if,  having  taken  rightful  cogniz- 
ance of  an  action,  the  common  pleas  should  not  only 
declare  the  assignment  null  and  void,  and  enjoin  the  as- 
signee from  taking  possession  of  the  property  of  the  com- 
pany, it  should  go  further  and  assume  additional  powers 
which  it  does  not  possess,  or  committ  any  other  error,  the 
remer'y  is  not  for  the  injured  parties  to  apply  to  this  court 
for  a  writ  of  prohibition,  but  to  have  recourse  to  the  ap- 
propriate appellate  jurisdiction  for  a  correction  of  such 
errors.     In  short,  although  this  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its 


NIW  TORR  PRACTICE  REPGRTa:  47^ 

(kdwell  agt.  Goodenongh. 

supreme  snperinteiuliDg  power  over  all  other  courts  of 
original  jurisdiction  in  the  state,  will,  unhesitatingly,  issue 
a  writ  of  prohibition,  where  visitatorial  or  any  other 
authority  is  usurped,  it  will  refuse  the  writ  when  the 
general  scope  or  purpose  of  the  action  is  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  inferior  court — an  overstepping  of  its 
authority  in  a  portion  of  its  judgment,  or  any  other  error 
in  its  proceedings,  being  a  ground  of  appeal  or  review, 
but  not  of  prohibition  (see  Grant  agt.  Gould,  2  H.  Black* 
100,  far  various  reastms  a  most  interesting  case). 

The  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  $10  costs. 

Sutherland,  J.,  concurred. 


NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Cadwell  agt.  GooDEirouGH,  and  others. 

AMOBisg  the  eoiirt  to  bare  tlie  powtr  to  order  a  hiil  qfparticukiri  afUr  tho  liittM 
in  th«  eaiiM  hftTO  boon  reforred  to  a  refeno  to  hear  and  dotoiminey  it  will  not 
bo  •xeieiied  to  iatormpt  a  trial  aotnally  proooeding  before  him. 

Special  Term,  October,  1864. 

This  is  an  application  by  the  defendants  for  a  bill  of 
particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  demand. 

MoNCKiEF,  J.  It  appears  that  the  action  was  commenced 
in  July,  1863  ;  that  issue  was  joined  in  August,  1863  ;  that 
the  action  was  referred  to  Hon.  W.  F.  Allen,  to  hear  and 
determine  in  November,  1863 ;  that  the  plaintiff  has  given 
testimony  on  her  own  behalf  upon  several  occasions,  and 
the  further  trial  of  the  cause  stands  over  for  the  cross- 
examination  of  said  plaintiff  by  the  defendants.  The  order 
to  show  cause  why  a  bill  of  particulars  should  not  be  fur- 
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nished,  and  in  the  meantime  stajing  all  prooeedii^ay  would 
not  have  been  granted  had  these  facta  been  presented  to 
the  judge  who  granted  the  order.  There  can  be  no  neoea- 
aitj  for  a  formal  written  bill  of  items,  when  the  plaintiff^ 
if  she  has  not  already  upon  the  direct,  upon  her  croa»«xam- 
ination  can  be  compelled  to  disclose  the  nature  of  her  claim 
with  the  nicest  particularity. 

It  was  held  in  Andrews  agt.  Clwehnd  (3  Wmd.  43)  that 
when  a  bill  of  particulars  is  applied  for  by  a  defendant 
after  issue  joined,  it  is  a  suspicious  circumstance,  and  the 
officer  granting  the  order  should  be  well  satisfied  that  the 
object  of  the  party  is  not  delay  ;  and  he  should  require  a 
good,  excuse  for  the  late  application. 

Assuming  the  court  to  have  the  power  to  order  a  bill  of 
particulars  after  the  issues  have  been  referred  to  a  referee 
to  hear  and  determine,  I  am  quite  clear  that  it  will  not  be 
exercised  to  interrupt  a  trial  actually  proceeding  before 
him. 

The  motion  must  be  denied,  with  $10  costs.  The  order 
staying  proceedings  ia  vacated. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

81NEY  agt  The  New  York  Consolidated  Stage  Co.  and 
Augustus  Schell. 

An  order  of  a  judge  appoiniiag  a  rocetoer  la  %td  app§aUbU.    Neither  ia  iJJM  aider 
«f  a  judge  cabetitutiof  one  noeiver  in  plaoe  of  another  appealable. 

JVeto  York  General  Term,  February,  1866. 
B^we  Ingkaham,  P.  J^  Clerke  ani  Sutherland,  Justices. 
Appeal  from  an  order  of  «  judge  stibstitatiDg  adiid  a|>- 
poiutiug  one  receiver  ia  place  of  another. 

C.  A.  Rappallo  and  Wm.  F.  Allen,  for  defendants  emd 

appellants. 
A.  R.  Lawrence  Jr.  and  H.  W.  Robinson,  for  Smiih 

4-  Kerr. 

By  the  court,  (kxmxx,  J.  It  is  not  necessary  to  consider 
whether  Kerr  k  Smith  have  a  right  to  be  heard  on  this 
appeal,  both  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  being  alike  di»> 
satisfied  with  the  order  of  the  special  term,  have  appealed. 
They  bring  the  matter  to  the  cognizance  of  the  general 
term,  and  if  it  is  appealable  at  all,  the  court  has  entire 
control  of  the  matter  on  appeal.  But  this  is  not  an  ap» 
{lealable  order.  Before  the  person  who  was  in  the  first 
instance  appointed  receiver  entered  on  his  duties,  and 
indeed  before  the  appointment  was  consummated  by  the 
ding  of  the  requisite  band,  the  jndge  in  the  exercise  of 
the  same  discretion  which  induced  him  to  make  the  first 
fiominatian,  reconsidered  his  action,  revoked  that  nomina- 
tion, and  substituted  another  person.  It  is  of  no  consv- 
^jnence  hoiv  or  wli^ere  he  received  any  information  which 
induced  him  to  make  tlie  substitution.  We  think  he  ezer* 
cised  a  discretion  which  cannot  be  controlled  by  us. 

The  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 
Vol.  XXVIIL  31 
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George  Bowman  agt.  William  M.  Tallmak. 

MoiioDfl  to  Ttoato  procen  or  proeeedingi  for  irreguiarUyf  usned  or  taken  in  a 
eanse,  moit  be  made  at  the  first  opportunity  after  the  irregalarity  ia  diseoreredy 
etherwiee  the  irregularity  will  be  deemed  to  be  v)aiv$d. 

The  mere  oral  announeement  of  *'judgfMiU  qf  ^ffirmaue^  **  by  the  general  teni« 
and  the  entry  of  aueh  deoision  in  the  minutes  of  the  olerk,  is  not  saeh  a  judg- 
ment of  the  general  term  as  will  authoriie  action  under  it.  A  formal  judgmenty 
whioh  embraces  the  decision,  and  which  becomes  a  permanent  record  of  the 
court,  must  be  entered  by  the  clerk,  and  sueh  judgment  only,  r«aovce  tk0  Ml&g 
4ff  proeeedingi  from  the  judgment  appealed  frMs.* 

General  Term,  J\rovember,  1864. 

Before  Robertson,  Ch.  J.,  Monell  and  McCunn,  Justices. 

On  tlie  22d  of  February,  1864,  judgment  was  entered  in 
favor  of  tbe  plaintiff  against  the  defendant.  On  tbe  same 
day  an  appeal  was  taken  by  the  defendant  from  the  judg- 
ment to  the  general  term  of  this  court,  and  an  undertaking 
to  stay  proceedings  upon  the  judgment  was  filed.  The 
appeal  was  argued  in  the  general  term,  and  on  the  28th 
of  May,  1864,  the  general  term  orally  announced  its  deci* 

*Notb. — As  an  original  question  it  would  seem  to  be  quite  difficult  to  find  a  satb- 
fkctory  reason  for  continuing  a  stay  of  proceedings  upon  a  judgment  appealed 
from,  after  the  general  term  has  announced  its  decision  upon  the  appeal*  of  judg- 
ment of  affirmance.  In  fact  it  is  not  easy  to  find  any  principle  which  will  antho- 
riso  the  stay  of  proceedings  after  such  decision  of  the  general  term.  The  Code 
(§  335)  provides  that  (in  order  to  stay  prooeedingt  on  appeal)  <*  a  written  under* 
Inking  be  exeonted  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  by  at  leaet  two  snretiee,  to  the 
eifect  that  if  the  judgment  appealed  fVom  or  any  part  thereof  be  t^ffirmed^  or  the 
appeal  be  dismissed,  the  appellant  will  pay,"  Ac.  Now  it  would  seem  that  the 
day  the  general  term  prononnee  << judgment  of  affirmance*'  in  the  canae,  the 
Hfpeal  is  at  an  end ;  the  general  term  have  no  further  juriedictioo  or  power  over 
It,  and  the  sureties  on  the  undertaking  on  that  day  become  (conditionally)  liable 
to  the  respondent.  It  may  very  well  be  that  the  judgment  most  be  entered  for- 
nally  by  the  clerk,  before  affirmative  action  can  be  taken  upon  that  judgmeni,  u 
for  instance,  in  issuing  execution  upon  it  for  costs,  or  for  the  purpoee  of  bringing 
an  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  Ac. ;  but  this  formal  entry  and  docketing  of  the 
judgment  are  mere  ministerial  acts  to  be  performed  by  the  clerk,  under  the  reqal- 
•itions  of  the  Code;  but  the  judicial  decieion  to  which  it  is  suppoeed  the  stay  ei 
froeeedingt  on  the  appeal  is  limited  by  the  etatule  ie  an  act  of  the  court  whieh  cat 
only  be  annoonoed  oooe  and  forever^  so  far  a«  that  appeal  ia  eottoenied.^Rsr. 
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8ion  afHrmiDg  the  judgment.  The  entry  in  the  minutes 
made  bj  the  clerk  is  as  follows,  after  the  names  of  the 
judges  composing  the  court  and  the  title  of  the  cause : 
"  Judgment  affirmed  with  costs."     •    •    • 

On  the  30th  of  May,  1864,  the  plaintiff  issued  an  exe- 
cution on  the  judgment  of  February  22,  1864.  An  order 
affirming  the  judgment  was  duly  entered  on  the  Slst  of 
May,  1864.  On  the  8th  of  June,  1864,  the  defendant 
appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals,  giving  the  proper  under- 
taking to  stay  proceedings.  On  the  5th  of  October,  1864* 
the  defendant  gave  the  plaintiff  notice  of  a  motion  that 
the  execution  be  vacated  and  set  aside  '*  as  irregular,  ille- 
gal and  void,"  on  the  ground  that  at  the  time  of  its  issuing 
the  judgment  had  not  been  affirmed.  The  motion  was 
granted  at  special  term,  and  the  plaintiff  >appealed. 

Geoege  Bowmak,  plaintiff  in  person* 
E.  T.  Gerry,  for  defendant* 

By  the  court,  Monell,  J.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that 
when  the  execution  issued  the  stay  upon  the  judgment  was 
not  removed.  The  effect  of  giving  the  undertaking  on  the 
appeal  to  the  general  term,  was  to  stay  all  further  proceed- 
ings upon  the  judgment  appealed  from  {Code^  ^  339),  and 
an  execution  could  not  regularly  issue  until  after  the  de- 
cision of  the  general  term  affirming  the  judgment*  The 
mere  oral  announcement  of  a  decision  by  the  judges  sitting 
in  the  general  term,  and  the  mere  entry  of  such  decision 
in  the  minutes  of  the  clerk,  is  not  such  a  judgment  of  the 
general  term  as  will  authorize  action  under  it.  I  think  a 
formal  judgment  which  embraces  the  decision,  and  which 
becomes  a  permanent  record  of  the  court,  must  be  entered 
by  the  clerk,  and  that  such  judgment  only  removes  the 
stay  of  proceedings  (Lentilkon  agt.  Mayor ^  ifc,  1  Code  Rep. 
JV.  S.  111).  There  was,  however,  a  valid  judgment  to 
support  the  execution.    Its  effect  aud  operation,  and  the 
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-rights  of  ihe  plaintiff  to  enforce  it  bjr  appropriate  prooesa, 
firas  merely  suspended  pending  the  appeal,  and  it  was  aa 
irTegnlsrity  in  the  conduct  of  the  proceedings  to  enforce  it» 
to  issue  an  execution  until  after  judgment  of  aflSrmaDce 
had  been  duly  enter^^d.  fiat  it  was  an  irregularity  merely, 
tfr.  Tidd  (1  lUcCs  Pr.  512)  says  :  **  an  irregularity  in  prac- 
tice Qftay  be  defined  to  be  the  wa»t  of  adherence  to  some 
prescribed  rule  or  mode  of  proceeding.  And  it  consists  ia 
omitting  to  <Jo  something  that  is  necessary  for  the  due  and 
Orderly  o<«(ikicting  of  a  surt,  or  doing  it  in  an  unseasonable 
time,  or  improper  manner  f^  and  he  mentions  the  entering 
^t  judgment  before  the  time  to  plead  has^exptred,  the  aer- 
vice  of  an  execution  after  its  return  4ay,  Ac,  Ac,  as 
ittstanoes  cf  irregularities. 

The  long  and  uniform  practice  qf  the  oourt  has  required 
that  motions  to  vacate  process  or  proceedings  irregularly 
issued  or  taken  in  a  cause,  shall  be  made  at  the  first  oppor- 
tunity after  the  irregularity  has  been  discovered,  otherwise 
the  irregularity  will  be  deemed  to  be  waived.  The  execu- 
tion in  tliis  ease  was  issued  on  the  30th  of  May,  1S64^  and 
as  the  defendaaat's  attorney  states  in  his  affidavit,  was  on 
the  same  day  levied  on  the  d-efendant's  property.  Yet  the 
{defendant  .omitted  to  take  any  steps  to  procure  the  execu- 
tion to  be  set  aside  until  the  &th  of  Ootoher,  mere  than 
four  months  after  it  was  issued.  I  think  he  was  too  lata, 
and  should  be  deemed  to  have  waived  the  irregidarity^ 
fespecially  as  the  judgment  of  affircaanoe  was  entered  m 
due  form  on  the  2d  of  June,  and  the  defendaat  appealed 
therefrom  .on  the  8th  of  June,  with  knowledge  of  the  irreg- 
ular issuing  of  the  execution. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed. 

BoBERTsoN,  J.  The  Code  terms  eveiy  direciisA  ^  a 
court  or  judge  not  included  m  a  judgment  *^an  order'' 
(^400),  but  it  would  be  a  matter  of  tittle  practical  ooase- 
quence  whetiier  the  determination  of  a  court  at  general 
term,  upon  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  Ht  special  term^ 


fbonld  be  deaigBatad  ae  aa  order  or  a  judgmentj  were  it 
not  that  tlie  safiie  seetioii  (jurt  cited)  requires  od  order  te 
be  entered  lai  writiDg;  O&ly  ^*  the  fiokl  determiDation  of 
the  rights  of  ih6  parties  in  aa  action/'  can  be  a  judgment 
which  is  required  to  be  emtered  in  the  ''judgment  book  ^ 
kep^t  by  the  clerik  (^  3T9),  and  to  specify  clearly  the:  relief 
granted,  or  other  determiiiaition  of  the  action  (§  280).  A 
copy  of  it  is  to  foraai  part  of  the  y  judgment  roU/^  along 
with  the  pleadings,  verdict^  report,  exceptions,  case  and 
certain  other  papers  affecting  it. 

In  case  of  a  judgment  at^  general  term  upon  ar- verdict  at 
special  term,  where  directed  to  be  subject  to  the  opinioar 
of  the  former,  and  in  that  case  only,  it  being  as  reviewable 
on  appeal  as  if  exceptions  had  been  actually  ta^en  (m  the 
trial  (§  333),  questions  or  conclusions  of  law,  together  with 
a  concise  statement  of  the  facts  upon  which  tliey  '*  arise,'' 
are  required  to  be  filed  with  such  judgment  roll  (M).  Thi$ 
general  term  is  expressly  authorized  to  render  a  technical 
"judgment"  only  in  such  a  case,  and  when  exceptions 
taken  at  a  trial  are  reserved  to  be  heard  by  it  in  tbe  first 
place  (§  265).  The  Code  recognizes  the  grant  or  refusal 
of  a  new  trial  by  an  order  (§  1 1),  and  extends  the  appellate' 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  appeals  to  such  order  "  as 
an  actual  determination  by  the  general  term  "  (/d),  although 
the  determination  by  the  court  of  appeals  therein,  is  termed 
distinctively  a  "judgment"  {Id).  These  various  provisions^ 
of  the  Gode  seem  to  make  a  decision  of  a  court  at  general 
term  affirming  or  reversing  a  judgment  of  the  same  court 
atspecial  term,  according  to  the  nomenclature  of  such  Code;- 
a  mere  "  order."  The  technical  "  motion  "  (§  401,  «ii.  1»). 
disposed  of  thereby  {Id.  §  400)  being  an  "  application"  to*^ 
vacate  the  judgment  and  grant  a  new  trial.  The  judg- 
ments mentioned  in  sections  19  and  38  of  the  Gode,  proba* 
bly  were  intended  to  embrace  every  kind  of  decision,  sinoe^ 
Qtiierwise,  less  than  ihe  number  of  judges  specified  in  sncb 
aaeti^n  mig^tgtant  or  refuse  an  order  for  a^ lieW  trisL    Im 
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ibis  case,  therefore,  the  decision  of  the  general  term  was 
a  mere  ofder,  and  should  have  been  entered  as  such  in 
writing  before  it  could  take  effect  if  it  had  been  a  judg* 
ment  and  merely  oralij  announced.  Such  announcement, 
would  unquestionably  in  such  a  case,  authorize  the  reduc- 
tion of  the  decision  to  form,  and  justify  a  settlement  and 
allowance  of  its  written  record  subsequently,  although  all 
the  judges  who  made  it  should  then  not  be  members  of  the 
court.  And  in  such  case,  such  record  when  made,  would 
relate  back  to  the  time  of  such  announcement. 

The  stay  of  proceedings  in  this  case  was  by  atatute,  and 
not  by  a  special  order  of  the  court.  In  the  latter  case  the 
defendant's  remedy  might  have  been  confined  to  a  motion 
for  an  attachment  for  disobedience  of  such  order.  In  the 
former  it  is  irregular  to  proceed,  and  the  proceedings  may 
be  set  aside  as  void.  The  order  at  general  term  affirming 
the  judgment  at  special  term  related  back  to  the  time  of 
pronouncing  the  decision.  The  anticipation  of  it  by  issuing 
the  execution  was  a  mere  irregularity,  the  levy  of  such 
execution  on  the  day  it  was  issued,  was  notice  of  its  issuing. 
I  fully  concur,  therefore,  in  the  views  of  my  brother  Mo- 
NELL,  in  considering  the  right  to  move  to  set  it  aside  waived 
by  five  months'  delay  in  making  the  motion. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  without 
prejudice  to  a  motion  by  the  defendant  to  stay  proceedings 
on  suitable  terms. 

McGuNir,  J.  I  agree  fylly  with  the  chief  justice  and 
with  Justice  Monell,  that  the  order  appealed  from  in  this 
case  should  be  reversed,  but  I  differ  with  them  widely  in 
my  reasoning  in  arriving  at  this  conclusion.  I  believe  the 
theory  or  practice  laid  down  by  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  is  the  correct  practice.  The  learned  justice 
who  heard  the  case  below  misapprehended  the  fact,  in 
assuming  that  no  judgment  roll  was  filed  till  June  2, 1864| 
for  the  judgment  roll  in  the  case  was  undoubtedly  filed  in 
February,  1864,  and  the  execution  fully  refers  to  thisjudg* 
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ment  and  its  entry,  and  he  was  mistaken,  therefpre,  in  liis 
reason  for  granting  the  motion.  He  evidently  based  it  on 
the  supposition  that  a  new  judgment  had  been  entered  up 
for  costs  at  general  term,  for  he  certainly  did  not  refer  to 
the  original  judgment  which  was  affirmed,  because  to  that 
judgment,  and  with  that  judgment  the  execution,  which 
defendant  is  now  moving  to  set  aside,  fully  and  completely 
refers. 

The  practice  is  well  settled  that  where  a  judgment  is 
affirmed,  it  does  not  add  to  or  modify  the  original  judg- 
ment, it  remains  as  when  entered  up  originally ;  the  rule 
is  simply  to  enter  up  a  new  judgment  for  the  costs,  so  that 
in  fact  there  are  two  judgments  in  the  case — the  original 
judgment,  and  the  judgment  for  costs.  Supposing  no  costs 
or  disbursements  had  been  allowed  to  either  party  on  the 
appeal,  certainly  no  second  judgment  would  have  been 
entered — all  that  could  have  been  done  under  such  circum- 
stances was  to  obtain  from  the  clerk  at^ general  term  a  cer- 
tified copy  of  the  order  affirming  the  judgment,  and  the 
filing  of  that  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  in  which  the  judg- 
ment was  first  entered,  is  all  that  would  be  necessary  (2 
Tiffany  tf  Smithes  Practice^  153).  This  was  all  done  by  the- 
pl^aintiff  in  this  action,  and  this,  I  hold,  was  all  he  wad 
required  to  do.  After  the  court  had  determined  the  case, 
it  must  give  effect  to  its  determination  as  of  that  date,  and 
all  orders  concerning  the  same  must  be  as  of  that  date. 
{Wilson  agt.  Henderson^  15  How.  90  ;  and  Crawford  agt.  WU- 
son,  i  Barb.) 

The  judgment  of  affirmance  when  entered,  must  refer 
back  to  the  day  and  term  it  was  pronounced  (Rochester 
Bank  agt.  Emerson,  10  Paige),  In  this  judgment  (the 
judgment  below)  the  plaintiff  cannot  take  any  proceedings 
on  the  same  founded  on  the  act  of  the  general  term.  This 
execution  is  founded  on  the  original  judgment  alone,  and 
whatever  rights  or  liens  are  acquired  by  a  levy  under  it| 
must  be  treated  as  vested  rights  {Berry,  receiver,  26  Barb, 
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i5).  It  has  been  held  ia  iha  case  of  Jackson  agL  Varrick 
(7  Cow.  413)4  that  oa  a.  case  and  bill  of  exceptions,  the  pi^ 
muliog  party  may  taka  the  effect  and  advantage  of  the 
decision  the  moment  it  is  announced.  I  am  not  insensible 
to  the  value  of  tha  arguments  which  have  been  advanced 
to  as  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant.  These 
wrgnments  raise  one  of  the  many  difficulties  I  have  fonnd 
in  the  case.  They  do  not,  however,  affect  my  view  as  to 
Ibe  conclusions  we  should  arrive  at. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  bnt  I  da 
mot  concur  with  the  learned  chief  justice  that  it  should  be 
•eversed,  with  privilege  to  renew,  &G,  I  agree  with  Justice 
MoRfiXL  that  the  order  should  be  reversed  unconditionally, 
and  with  costs. 
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Ain)REW  Lester  and  others,  Henry  Hennequin  and  others 
agt.  Abbott,  Pollock  &  Cochran,  assignors,  and  Johv 
Stewart  and  Cornelius  Fiske,  assignees. 

An  csHgmniiU  fur  the  5«n<^  qf  endUors,  wbioh  ftntborisM  tbo  mmgama  **  to 
pay  off  all  the  debts  dae  and  owing  b/  tbo  said  firm  of  Cochran  /k  Polloek  (the 
assignors),  or  the  late  firm  of  Abbott,  Pollock  h  Cochran,  or  either  of  the  mem- 
bars  «f  sa^d  firms  to  Cornelias  Fiske'>  (one  of  the  assignees),  is  frandvitmt  mmi 
void  on  t/t  /ace,  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  assignors. 

It  is  not  material  whether  either  of  the  assignors  was  or  was  not  indiridnallj 
indebted  to  the  assignee  Fiske,  at  the  time  the  assignment  was  made,  for  the 
assignment  assumes  that  they  were  so  indebted,  and  in  effect  directs  him  to  ba 
paid,  without  speoifying  any  sum  of  indebtedness,  and  that  too,  in  prefermee 
to  the  creditors  of  the  firm  or  either  of  them,  if  the  assignees  so  elect. 

Special  Term,  February,  1865* 

The  plaintiffs  respectively  recovered  jadgments  against 
the  firm  of  Abbott,  Pollock  &  Cochran,  and  after  the  return 
of  execations  unsatisfied,  commenced  an  action  against  the 
judgment  debtors  and  their  assignees,  to  set  aside  an  assign- 
me&t  made  by  the  firm  of  Pollock  ^  Coohrau  (AU>oti 
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iMPring  previously  sold  out  bis  interest  iu  tlie  firm  of  which 
be  was  ft.  member  to  the  last  mentioned  firm)  to  John  Stew- 
art and  Cornelius  Fiske,  assignees,  for  the  benefit  of  credi- 
tors. The  assignment,  among  other  provisions,  contained 
this  clause  :  ^*  To  pay  off  all  the  debts  dae  and  owing  by 
the  said  firm  of  Cochran  &  Pollock,  or  the  late  firm  of 
Abbott,  Pollock  &  Cochran,  or  either  of  the  members  of 
i&id  firms  to  Cornelius  Flake." 

C.  B^iMBRiBGB  Smith,  for  plamHffs. 
A.  BoARDMAN,  far  defendants. 

Ba&bouk,  J.  An  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
ivhich  directs  or  authorizes  such  a  disposition  to  be  made 
of  the  property  conveyed,  or  of  its  proceeds,  as  will  if  so 
carried  into  effect  by  the  assignee,  operate  to  deprive  the 
assignors'  creditors  of  their  right  to  have  such  property 
applied  to  the  payment  of  their  claims,  is  proven  by  itself, 
and  therefore,  by  evidence  which  is  incontrovertible,  to  be 
fraudulent  in  fact,  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  assignor. 
For  the  assignor  must  be  held  to  have  intended  to  do  what 
he  has  done,  and  to  have  designed  to  defraud  his  creditors, 
if  the  assignment  directs  or  permits  it,  and  the  evidence 
of  such  intention  there  found  is  conclusive,  under  well 
established  rules  of  law,  and  cannot  be  contradicted  by 
oral  testimony.  In  my  view,  therefore,  it  is  not  material 
whether  either  of  the  three  persons  mentioned  in  the  third 
direction,  was  or  was  not  individually  indebted  to  the 
assignee  Fiske  at  the  time  the  assignment  was  made,  for 
that  instrument  assumes  that  they  were  so  indebted,  and 
directs  him  to  be  paid,  and  to  be  paid  too,  as  I  understand 
the  effect  of  the  direction,  in  preference  to  the  creditors 
of  the  firm,  or  either  of  them,  if  the  assignees  should  so 
•lect. 

But  beyond  this,  the  authoritv  given  to  the  assignees  to 
pujP  Mr.  Fiskdi  wag  not  a  direction  to  pay  any  specified 
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Bums  on  accoont  of  such  individual  indebtedness,  nor 
expressly  to  pay  to  him  such  amounts  as  tliose  persons  owed 
him  at  the  time  the  assignment  was  made,  as  is  usual  in 
deeds  of  assignment,  but  under  the  peculiar  workings  of 
such  third  clause  of  the  trust,  I  see  no  reason  why  Mr. 
Fiske  may  not  pay  to  himself  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
property  as  they  shall  be  received,  any  claims  that  may 
then  be  due  and  owing  to  him  by  either  Abbott,  Pollock 
or  Cochran,  individually.  So  far  as  regards  the  direction 
to  pay  the  creditors  of  Pollock  &  Cocliran,  individually, 
the  assignment  is  unobjectionable  as  concerns  the  plaintiffs 
here,  for  the  property  belonged  to  the  firm  of  Pollock  k 
Cochran,  and  except  for  their  legal  obligation  to  apply  the 
partnership  property  to  the  payment  of  the  creditors  of 
that  firm,  they  had  a  perfect  right  to  prefer  their  individual 
creditors  other  than  those  to  whom  they  were  indebted  as 
•  members  of  the  former  firm  of  Abbott,  Pollock  &  Cochran, 
but  they  were  legally  bound  to  apply  their  property  to  the 
payment  of  their  own  liabilities,  including  their  indebted- 
ness as  members  of  the  former  firm,  and  had  no  right  to 
appropriate  it  to  the  payment  of  the  individual  debts  of 
Abbott,  who  had  no  interest  in  such  property.  For  these 
reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  assignment  must  be  de- 
clared invalid  as  to  the  plaintiffs  here,  and  that  they  are 
entitled  substantially  to  the  relief  demanded  in  the  com- 
plaint. The  assignees,  however,  should  be  required  only 
to  pay  the  plaintiffs'  claim  and  the  costs  of  this  action  out 
of  the  assigned  property  or  its  proceeds,  which  was  in  their 
hands  or  under  their  control  at  the  commencement  of  this 
action. 

The  pressure  upon  my  time,  because  of  the  great  amount 
of  business  brought  before  the  court  at  the  February  special 
term,  is  such  as  to  render  it  impossible  for  me  to  give  my 
views  at  length  upon  the  question  raised  by  the  defendants' 
counsel  at  the  hearing,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  judgment  of 
the  common  pleas  and  supreme  court,  in  the  action  brought 
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by  receiver  Bostwick.     I  am  satisfied,  however,  that  those 
judgments  do  not  constitute  a  bar  to  this  action. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Edward  Richmond  agt.  Peleg  Sherman,  and  others. 

Another  decision  that  no  more  thnn  five  term  fe€9  for  noticing  and  putting  a 
en  the  calendar  of  the  court  of  appeals,  can  be  allowed  and  taxed. 

Third  District  General  Term,  March,  1862. 

Before  Hogeboom,  Peckham  and  Miller,  Justices. 

On  filing  the  rerninittitnr  in  this  cause  from  the  court  of 
appeals  in  the  supremo  court,  the  clerk  of  Rensselaer  county 
taxed  the  plaintifiF's  costs  and  allowed  more  than  five  term 
fees  in  the  court  of  appeals.  The  defendants  appealed 
from  the  clerk's  taxation  to  the  special  term,  where  Mr. 
Justice  G.  O.  Barnard  reversed  the  taxation,  and  held  that 
five  term  fees  only  were  properly  taxable. 

Irving  Browne,  for  plaintiff'^ 

thereupon  p.ppealed  from  the  decision  of  the  special  term 
to  the  gen^^ral  term. 

JF.r.E>i*AH  RoMEYN,  for  defendants. 

The  Cjjt.t  held  that  no  more  than  five  terms  in  the  court 
of  aprx^is  were  taxable,  and  affirmed  the  decision  at  special 
term. 
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John  H.  Johnson  agt.  Patrick  Casey. 

An  ii^netia»  dissolved  on  the  grounds:  1.  That  the  &ffldaTit  and  papas  vpOD 
which  it  was  granted  were  iUegibU;  2.  That  the  injunction  had  not  been  served 
on  the  defendant  personally;  3.  That  the  papers  had  not  been  filed  as  requixed 
bj  the  rule  of  court. 

Special  Term,  March,  1865. 

MoNELL,  J.  The  papers  handed  me  on  this  motion  are 
80  illegibly  written,  that  I  am  unable  fully  to  read  tbem. 
Especially  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  injunction  was 
granted,  so  obliterated,  interlined  and  defaced,  as  to  render 
it  unfit  to  go  upon  the  files  of  the  court.  As  far  as  I  can 
understand  anything  from  the  papers,  it  appears  that  the 
only  person  on  whom  the  injunction  has  been  served  is 
John  T.  Stewart,  the  attorney  authorized  by  the  defendant 
to  foreclose  the  mortgage.  Neither  the  injunction  nor  any 
paper  in  the  suit  has  been  served  on  the  defendant.  The 
defendant,  therefore,  is  not  under  any  restraint,  and  Stewart 
not  being  a  party  is  not  affected  by  the  injunction.  The 
injunction  was  granted  on  the  11th  of  February,  and  it 
appears  that  none  of  the  papers  in  the  suit  have  been  filed 
as  required  by  the  rules  of  the  court  {rule  4).  That  is  a 
sufficient  reason  for  dissolving  the  injunction.  The  plain- 
tiff's proceedings  have  been  irregular  throughout.  First, 
in  presenting  papers  so  illegible  as  to  be  incapable  of  being 
read.  Second,  in  not  serving  the  injunction  and  affidavit 
on  the  defendant ;  and  third,  in  not  filing  the  papers.  If 
the  last  two  reasons  were  not  conclusive,  I  should  be 
inclined  to  hold  the  first  sufficient. 

Motion  granted,  with  $10  costs. 
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M«0»vwB  ftf t.  The  WMten  Railroad  CMnpany. 


SUPREME  COURT- 

Patkick  McGo.ys&k,  appellant  agt.  Ths  Westeen  Bai]> 
BQAD  Company^  respondent. 

An  action  for  work,  labor  and  senrioei,  done  and  performed  by  the  plain tifT  for 
ibe  defendants  under  an  agreement  made  with  a  nib -agent  of  the  defendanU, 
wboM  aote  in  saoh  eases  to  be  Talid«  are  snbjeot  to  the  approval  of  a  gsnsrul 
agent  of  the  defendants  cannot  be  maintained,  where  notice  has  been  given  to 
the  plaintiff  bj  the  general  agent  of  the  disapproval  of  snob  contract. 

AtbofMf  General  Term,  December,  1864. 

Before  Peckham,  Milder  and  Ingajlls,  Justices. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  upon  tba 
report  of  a  referee  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  Tbe  action 
was  brought  by  tbe  plaintiff  to  recaver  compensation  £(mp 
extra  services  rendered  by  tbe  plainti^  for  the  defendanta* 
m  the  capacity  of  night  watch,  Sunday  nights,  at  the 
defendants'  depot  at  Chatham  Four  Corners,  from  January 
8tb,  1854,  to  April  Ist,  1858,  at  one  dollar  per  night,  wfaieb 
the  plaintiff  claims  was  agreed  upon  between  himself  and^,a^ 
one  Lee,  the  agent  of  the  defendants.  The  plaintiff  ejjrfirii^jv  j^'j 
the  defendants'  employment  on  the  24;th  Februdry,^4%,  ^  \ 

as  a  night  watch  during  week  days,  and  so  con'  '"       ^*  *^  -  * 

(he  8th  January,  1854,  from  which  period  unt? 
jipril,  1858,  he  continued  in  the  defendants'  servii 
capacity  of  night  watch  every  night  during  the  we( 
fjaintiff  received  from  the  defendants  wages  varyin 
$2G  to  $34  per  month,  and  signed  the  pay  rolls  from  time 
to  time,  as  the  payments  were  made,  until  the  close  of  his 
dervice.     Lee,  the  person  with  whom  the  plaintiff  claiiBi 
to  have  made  the  agreement,  died  in  February,  1854,  about 
A  month  atter  the  making  thereof.     The  plaintiff  testifiet 
that  he  iiiformed  Mr.  Day,   who  succeeded  Lee,  of  tim 
agreement,  and  that  Day  stated  to  him  that  he  would  repii#» 
Mmxt  the  matter  to  Mr.  Gi-ay^  the  general  superinteadenii. 
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and  subsequently  iDformed  him  (plainti£f)  that  he  had  done 
60,  and  that  Gray  gave  him  no  satisfaction  in  regard  to  the 
matter.  The  plaintiff  further  testified,  that  after  Day  left 
he  was  succeeded  by  one  Knight,  to  whom  he  explained 
the  matter,  and  Knight  promised  to  confer  witli  Mr.  Gray 
in  relation  to  the  matter,  and  that  Knight  subsequently 
informed  him  that  Gray  gave  him  no  satisfactory  answer. 
The  plaintiff  continued  in  the  defendants'  employment  till 
April  1,  1858,  receiving  his  pay  and  signing  the  rolls. 

j^ay  was  examined  as  a  witness  for  the  defendants,  who 
testified  in  substance,  that  the  plaintiff  informed  bim  of 
his  claim  for  extra  compensation,  and  that  he  spoke  to 
Mr.  Gray  in  relation  thereto,  who  informed  him  that  the 
plaintiff  was  receiving  his  pay  all  the  while,  and  if  he  was 
not  satisfied  with  his  compensation  he  might  quit  the 
employment ;  that  he  communicated  to  plaintiff  Mr.  Gray's 
answer. 

Gray  was  also  examined  as  a  witness,  and  testified  in 
substance  that  Lee  had  no  authority  to  employ  the  plaintiff 
to  render  the  service  except  by  his  (Gray's)  approval, 
which  was  never  given  ;  that  plaintiff  spoke  to  him  several 
times  in  reference  to  extra  compensation  for  the  Sunday 
night  watching,  and  that  he  replied  to  plaintiff  that  nothing 
would  be  paid. 

Benjamin  F.  Knight  was  also  examined  as  a  witness,  and 
stated  that  he  succeeded  Day  in  the  agency,  continuing 
from  April,  1856,  to  April,  1859 ;  that  in  less  than  a  month 
after  his  agency  commenced,  plaintiff  spoke  to  him  in 
reference  to  the  agreement  with  Lee  for  extra  pay,  and 
desired  him  to  call  Mr.  Gray's  attention  to  it ;  that  he  did 
speak  to  Gray,  who  replied  that  it  was  an  old  story  which 
he  supposed  had  been  settled  long  ago :  that  Day  and 
Others  had  spoken  to  him  about  it  before,  and  that  he 
itcknowledged  no  such  contract,  and  had  not  authorised 
any  agent  to  make  any  such  arrangements,  and  if  plaintiff 
was  not  satisfied  with  his  wages  he  was  at  liberty  to  leave. 
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Kuight  furtber  states  that  be  informed  plaintiff  of  what 
Gray  said,  and  plaintiff  replied,  it  was  pretty  hard. 

P.  W.  Bishop,  Jot  plaintiff  and  appellant 

1.  Plaintiff  may  recover  notwithstanding  his  signing  the 
pay  rolls.  They  are  simply  receipts,  and  open  to  explana- 
tion (I  Phil.  Ev.  94). 

2.  The  'defendants  were  bound  by  the  contract  made  by 
plaintiff  with  Lee,  their  agent.  He  was  acting  within  the 
scope  of  his  authority.  It  was  almost  an  every  day  occur- 
rence for  him  to  discharge  and  hire  men  for  defendants. 
And  from  these  known  and  public  acts  exercised  by  him 
for  a  number  of  years,  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  infer  a  proper 
authority. 

3.  Besides,  if  Lee  had  not  proper  authority  to  contract 
with  plaintiff,  it  appears  that  plaintiff  performed  this  work 
under  the  special  directions  of  Henry  Gray,  defendants' 
superintendent,  whose  authority  is  unquestioned. 

.4.  According  to  the  limited  agency  which  defendants 
contend  Lee  was  clothed  with,  he  had  a  right  to  initiate  a 
contract,  and  that  of  course  would  be  good  until  disap« 
proved  of  by  defendants. 

5.  If  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  for  the  full 
term  claimed  by  him,  he  was  at  least  entitled  to  recover 
for  services  down  to  the  time  when  he  was  informed  that 
if  he  was  not  satisfied  with  the  wages  he  was  getting  that 
he  could  leave. 

6.  But  if  the  contract  with  Lee  was  a  valid  one,  he  is 
entitled  to  recover  all  he  claims. 

7.  Plaintiff  was  never  discharged  by  defendants  from  the 
performance  of  the  Sunday  night  watching,  and  the  Sun- 
day  night  watching  was  beneficial  to  defendants,  and  per- 
formed  by  contract  with  Lee,  and  by  directions  of  the 
superintendent,  to  save  their  wood  from  being  stolen. 

8.  The  plaintiff  for  years  before  had  been  required  to 
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wfttch  week  day  nighta,  and  received  mofUhly  wages.  Could 
the  Buperintendent  direct  his  agent  to  have  plaintiff  watch 
Sunday  nights  also  without  compensation  7  I  think  not. 
But  if  he  could  do  so  he  did  not ;  he  says  no  such  thing 
to  Lee  when  he  directs  him  to  put  plaintiff  on  Sundaj 
nights,  and  besides  Lee  agrees  to  pay  ibrauch  services. 

8.  It  is  claimed  by  defendants  that  plaintiff  was  a  seven- 
day  man,  as  it  is  termed  in  railroad  parlance^  yet  Gray 
swears  that  it  appears  from  the  pay  rolls  upon  which  plain- 
tiff's name  appears,  that  the  men  are  mouth-men  or  day- 
men. Besides,  defendants  would  not  permit  plaintiff  to 
show  that  he  did  not  receive  the  usual  wages  of  seven-day 
men.  The  printed  pay  roll  shows  he  at  least  was  a  month- 
man. 

10.  The  wages  of  the  month-men  and  day -men  were 
fluctuating  constantly,  and  the  pay  rolls  upon  which  plain- 
tiff's name  appears  show  that.  Not  so  with  seven-day  i&en. 
This  fact  shows  that  plaintiff  was  not  a  seven-day  man« 
and  never  received  pay  as  such.  Besides,  during  all  thai 
time  he  was  trying  to  get  his  extra  pay,  and  down  as  late 
as  March,  1858,  he  applied  to  Gray  for  it,  imd  Gray  said 
he  would  see  about  it. 

11.  The  referee  erred  in  striking  out  the  evidence  «f 
Hurlbut  in  reference  to  Lee's  hiring  the  plaintiff.  The 
admissions  testified  to  were  made  while  acting  within  the 
scope  of  his  authority  (1  Phil.  Ev.  99  to  102,  105-«). 

2.  The  referee  erred  in  rejecting  the  evidence  of  Clarke, 
to  show  that  he  took  the  place  of  plaintiff  as  watchman  at 
$30  a  month,  and  that  there  was  no  increase  in  the  wages 
of  the  other  men  employed  then  by  defendants.  This  evi- 
dence was  material  to  show  plaintiff  was  a  month-man,  and 
not  a  seven-day  man  as  now  cTaimed  by  defendants. 

3.  The  referee  erred  in  receiving  the  evidence  of  Gray  as 
to  Lee's  authority.  The  question  was  clearly  wrong  in 
form,  being  leading. 

4.  The  referee  erred  in  excluding  the  evidence  offered 
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by  plaintiff  to  show  that  he  did  not  receive  the  nsual  wages 
of  men  who  watched  every  night.  This  was  material  in 
establishing  the  fact  that  plaintiff  only  received  his  usual 
monthly  wag^,  and  that  he  was  not  pi^id  as  a  seven-day 
man. 

III.  The  third  statement  of  facts  found  by  the  referee, 
is  not  sustained  by  the  evidence  in  the  case.  The  contract 
for  Sunday  night  work  with  the  agent  was  established. 
The  superintendent  directed  it  to  be  done.  Plaintiff  always 
claimed  pay  for  it,  and  was  never  paid  anything. 

2.  The  fifth  statement  of  facts  found  by  the  referee  is 
Dot  sustained  by  the  evidence.  The  agent  had  authority 
to  hire.  He  exercised  it  every  day.  and  the  hiring  was 
good  and  binding  on  defendants  until  disapproved  of,  and 
the  man  notified  or  discharged.  Can  an  agent  set  an  em- 
ployee at  work  about  the  business  of  his  principal,  and 
that  too  by  the  directions  of  the  principal,  and  have  the 
principal  escape  liability  upon  the  ground  of  want  of  origi- 
nal anthority^in  the  agent  to  do  the  act? 

3.  All  the  exceptions  to  said  report  are  well  taken,  and 
judgment  should  be  reversed  and  new  trial  granted. 

J.  G.  Newkirk,  f(yt  defendants  and  respondents. 

I.  The  plaintiff  has  been  paid  in  full  for  the  time  he 
worked. 

1.  He  was  paid  every  month  in  full  for  the  services  of 
each  month,  and  gave  receipts  to  that  effect  each  month. 

2.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  know 
the  nature  of  the  receipts  he  signed. 

3.  There  is  no  evidence  of  mistake  or  fraud  in  the  giving 
of  the  receipts,  or  that  they  do  not  express  just  what  was 
the  understanding  of  the  parties. 

4.  The  plaintiff  was  hired  by  the  month,  and  was  paid 
each  month  for  a  month's  work ;  he  could  work  no  more 
than  a  month  in  each  month. 

Vol.  XXym.  32 
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II.  The  receipts  are  concluBive  between  the  parties 
unless  t])ere  is  mistal^e  or  fraud  showu,  of  which  there  is 
no  proof  ill  the  case. 

III.  The  agent  Lee,  had  no  authority  to  agree  to  paj 
the  plaintiff  extra  for  watching  Sunday  nights,  so  as  to 
bind  the  defendants.  The  plaintiff  seeking  to  recover  on 
the  employment  of  an  agent,  must  show  the  authority  of 
the  agent  to  bind  the  priDcipal.  The  referee  has  found 
that  the  agent  did  not  have  such  authority  in  this  case, 
which  finding  is  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

lY.  The  plaintiff  receiving  his  pay  for  the  month  of 
January,  1854,  and  for  each  subsequent  month,  without  an 
increase  of  pay,  and  signing  receipts  in  full  for  services, 
contradicts  the  alleged  fact  of  an  agreement  to  pay  him 
more  or  extra  for  the  Sunday  nights.  The  plaintiff  gives 
no  explanation  why  he  signed  those  receipts. 

y.  Tlie  plaintiff  soon  after  the  alleged  agreenaent,  was 
informed  that  he  would  not  be  paid  extra  for  watching 
Sunday  nights ;  that  Mr.  Lee  had  no  authority  to  make 
such  an  agreement ;  that  the  watching  Sunday  nights  was 
a  duty  he  was  bound  to  perform  as  a  part  of  his  month's 
work,  and  came  within  his  employment  for  a  month's  work, 
and  that  if  he  was  not  satisfied  with  the  pay  he  was  get- 
ting he  might  leave,  and  he  continued  to  work  and  receive 
his  pay  after  this  as  before. 

1.  The  receiving  his  pay  monthly  after  that  without  an 
increase  of  pay,  and  signing  receipts  in  full  payment  for 
each  month's  services,  was  an  abandonment  of  his  alleged 
claim  for  extra  pay. 

2.  Having  received  such  pay  and  ^ven  such  receipts, 
he  cannot  how  recover  on  an  alleged  agreement  for  increased 
pay. 

3.  For  such  payments  wore  made  by  the  defendants, 
receipts  taken,  and  the  employment  of  plaintiff  continued, 
with  notice  to  plaintiff  that  the  defendants  repudiated  Uie 
alleged  agreement  for  extra  pay,  and  that  the  payments 
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made  from  month  to  month  were  in  fall  for  all  claims. 
This  was  continued  for  the  period  of  over  four  years.  The 
defendants  had  a  right  to  infer  that  the  claim  for  extra  pay 
had  been  abandoned. 

4.  After  all  this,  and  after  the  lapse  of  snch  a  length  of  . 
time,  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  recover  would  be  a  fraud 
upon  the  defendants,  and  the  plaintiff  is  now  estopped  from 
alleging  such  claim. 

VL  The  evidence  of  the  declarations  and  admissions  of 
8.  P.  Lee,  were  properly  stricken  out  and  rejected. 

1.  They  were  not  made  at  the  time  of  the  making  the 
'  agreement  as  a  part  of  the  transaction. 

2.  The  defendants  were  not  bound  by  any  admissions 
made  afterwards  by  their  agent  (TTuUlimer  agt  Brtncker- 
haff,  4  Wmi.  Sd4  ;  Fogg  agt  ChUi,  13  Barb.  246  ;  Budhng 
agL  Jfostrand,  24  Barb.  25.)  The  judgment  should  be 
affirmed  with  costs. 

By  the  court,  Ivgalls,  J.  The  referee  has  found  among 
other  facts,  in  substance,  that  the  plaintiff  during  all  the 
time  he  worked  for  the  defendants  was  hired  by  the  month, 
at  from  $20  to  $24  per  month,  and  received  the  pay  and 
signed  the  pay  rolls ;  that  Gray  was  the  general  superin- 
tendent during  ail  the  time  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  defend- 
ants' employment;  that  the  authority  of  Day,  Lee^  and 
Knight  to  employ  workmen  was  subject  to  Oray's  approval, 
and  that  Oray  never  authorized  them  to  pay  the  plaintiff 
any  greater  sum  than  he  was  receiving  as  his  month's 
wages ;  that  the  plaintiff  was  informed  soon  after  he  com- 
menced watching  Sunday  nights  that  his  compensation 
would  not  be  increased,  and  that  he  might  leave  the  defends 
ants'  employment  if  dissatisfied,  and  that  he  continued 
watching  Sunday  nights  after  he  was  so  informed ;  that 
the  employment  of  the  plaintiff  to  watch  Sunday  nights, 
and  to  pay  him  an  extra  compensation  therefor,  was  without 
the  consent  or  approbation  of  the  general  superintendent 
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of  the  defendants,  and  not  binding  upon  tbem,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  for  such  extra 
vork ;  that  the  plaintiff  continuing  to  work  after  he  was 
informed  that  his  pay  or  wages  would  not  be  increased  hj 
reason  of  strch  extra  work,  and  receiving  his  pay  every 
month  to  the  time  he  left  the  employment  of  the  defend- 
ants, U  evidence  that  he  did  not  expect  any  more  or  greater 
pay  than  he  was  receiving. 

If  the  referee  has  found  the  facts  correctly,  and  where 
there  is  a  conflict  in  the  evidence  this  court  must  assume 
that  he  has,  I  think  this  cause  was  properly  decided.  If 
Lee  was  not  authorized  to  employ  the  plaintiff  to  render 
the  extra  service,  and  bind  the  defendants  to  pay  therefor, 
the  plaintiff  could  have  no  legal  claim  against  the  defend* 
ants  unless  they  adopted  and  ratified  the  act  of  Lee,  thereby 
creating  a  liability.  Whether  Lee  possessed  that  autho- 
rity, or  whether  the  defendants  ratified  such  employment, 
were  questions  of  fact,  upon  which  the  referee  has  found 
adversely  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  evidence  is  not  such  as 
to  jusitify  this  court  in  interfering  with  the  determination 
of  the  referee  upon  those  questions.  The  evidence  shows 
that  soon  after  the  plaintiff's  employment  commenced  he 
applied  for  pay  for  such  extra  service,  and  was  informed 
that  it  was  unauthorized,  and  would  not  be  acceded  to  by 
the  defendants,  and  if  persisted  in  by  the  plaintiff,  he  was 
at  liberty  to  leave  the  defendants'  employment,  after  which 
the  plaintiff  continued  rendering  the  same  service,  and 
receiving  and  receipting  his  monthly  wages,  without  any 
recognition  by  defendants  of  this  claim  for  extra  compen- 
sation. Under  such  circumstances,  I  think  the  plaintiff 
must  be  held  to  have  waived  such  claim,  and  is  thereby 
concluded  by  such  waiver.  When  he  was  informed  by  the 
superintendent  that  if  the  claim  for  extra  pay  was  insisted 
upon  by  the  plaintiff,  he  would  not  be  continued  in  the 
defendants'  service,  the  plaintiff  was  put  to  an  election, 
•either  to  abandon  the  employment  or  continue  upon  the 
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terms  proposed  by  defendants,  and  having  continued,  and 
accepting  the  monthly  wages  and  receipting  the  same,  the 
referee  w^  justified  in  holding  him  concluded  by  his  own 
conduct  in  regard  to  such  extra  compensation. 

While  an  ordinary  receipt  for  money  is  the  subject  of 
explanation,  and  may  not  conclude  a  party,  yet  the  expla- 
nation should  be  such  as  to  leave  no  reasonable  doubt  that 
it  was  not  intended  to  embrace  the  claim  sought  to  be 
recovered.  In  this  case  the  evidence  is  far  from  producing 
that  effect — goes  far  to  support  the  receipt,  and  renders  it 
conclusive.  The  referee  committed  no  error  in  striking  out 
the  evidence  of  Hurlburt  in  reference  to  Lee's  hiring  the 
plaintiff,  as  it  was  a  declaration  to  a  third  party,  not  made 
to  or  in  the  presence  of  the  plaintiff,  nor  was  his  name 
mentioned,  nor  did  the  declaration  accompany  any  autho- 
rized  acty  to  explain  or  characterise  which  such  declaration 
was  necessary. 

The  referee  properly  excluded  the  evidence  of  Clarke 
that  he  took  the  pla^e  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  compensation 
of  $30  per  month,  and  that  there  was  no  increase  in  the 
wages  of  other  laborers.  This  evidence  was  wholly  imma- 
terial so  far  as  the  plaintiff  was  concerned,  as  the  company 
were  at  liberty  to  employ  whoever  they  chose,  and  to  pay 
whatever  sum  they  were  disposed  to,  and  the  evidence  if 
admitted,  could  not  have  properly  affected  the  liability  of 
the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff.  The  objection  was  not  well 
taken  to  the  question  put  to  the  witness  Gray,  as  to  Lee's 
authority  to  employ  plaintiff.  The  objection  was  too 
general — ^being  aimed  at  form  and  not  substance — the 
plaintiff  should  have  specified  the  defect,  so  that  the  de- 
fendants could  have  changed  the  form  of  the  question. 
(12  JV:  F.  451 ;  6  Barh.  406  ;  17  Wend.  143.)  If  the  plaiii- 
tiff  intended  by  the  objection  tliat  the  question  was  lead- 
ing, that  was  matter  of  discretion  with  the  referee. 

The  referee  properly  overruled  the  offer  of  the  plaintiff 
to  prove  that  he  was  not  paid  the  usual  wages  of  men  who 
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wfktched  ev^ry  nigbt  in  the  week*  The  same  reasons  may 
be  assigned  in  support  of  this  decision  of  the  referee  as 
that  in  exclading  the  evidence  of  Clarke.  It  is  quite  pos- 
sible that  the  plaintiff  has  not  received  an  adequate  com- 
pensation for  his  services ;  however  that  may  be,  this  conrt 
cannot  re-try  the  cause,  its  province  being  merely  to  review 
the  proceedings  of  the  referee,  to  ascertain  whether  any 
error  has  been  committed  by  him  upon  the  trial ;  if  none 
are  discovered  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed* 

Having  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  no  error  was  com- 
mitted by  the  referee,  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed  with 
costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Mechanics'  and  Traders'  Bank  of  Jersey  Citt  agL 
Henrt  Dakin,  Ditmars  Jewell  and  Fite  Miller. 

The  lUn  Mqnired  by  the  levy  of  an  attadumnt  under  the  Code,  creii  am  cMMr 
alleged  to  have  been  fnndnleBily  Mrigned,  will  not  afoM  anthoriae  aa  aetiea 
to  set  aside  the  assignment  as  fraudnlent,  either  before  or  after  jadgment  in  the 
attaehment  suit. 

An  asHgnment  qf  a  hand  and  martgag$  by  a  non-resident  debtor,  allegnd  to  he 
fraadnlent,  does  not  aathorise  the  jadgment  ereditor  to  bring  an  aetion  to  est 
aside  the  assignment  as  a  fraadnlent  obstraotion,  and  to  remove  it  oat  of  tbs 
way  of  his  exeention,  for  the  plaintiff  eonld  not  reaoh  or  sell  the  bond  and 
mortgage  or  the  mortgage  debt,  by  or  under  his  ezeeutiony  if  the  asoignhwnt 
were  declared  fraudolent  and  void^  nor  eould  he  even  if  the  assignment  had  net 
been  made  by  the  debtor. 

Jfew  York  Special  Term,  March,  1865. 

The  complaint  in  this  action  alleges  that  defendant 
Dakin,  July  21,  1862,  was  indebted  to  plaintiffs  npon  his 
note  dated  March  1,  1862,  in  the  sum  of  $3,740.82  and 
interest ;  that  plaintiffs  commenced  an  action  in  this  coort 
against  Dakin  on  said  note,  July  23, 1862,  and  in  that  action 
an  attachment  against  Dakin's  property  was  issued,  he 
being  a  non-resident ;  that  the  attachment  was  directed  to 
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the  Bheriff  of  Tompkins  county,  who  August  1,  1862,  exe* 
cuted  the  attachment  by  levying  upon  an  indebtedness  due 
by  the  defendant  Fite  Miller,  to  said  Dakin,  arisiug  on  the 
bond  of  said  Miller  given  to  said  Dakin  for  the  sum  of 
$4,000,  which  indebtedness  amounted  to  the  sum  of  $3,750, 
with  interest  from  July  1, 1862,  the  payment  of  which  was 
secured  by  a  mortgage  on  certain  real  estate  situate  in 
the  county  of  Tompkins,  made  and  executed  by  said  Miller 
to  said  defendant  Dakin,  bearing  date  April  14,  1857,  and 
duly  recorded  in  Tompkins  county  clerk's  o£Sce  on  the  16th 
day  of  April,  1857 ;  that  said  sheriff  on  said  Ist  of  August, 
duly  served  on  said  defendant  Miller,  a  certified  copy  of 
said  warrant  of  attachment,  together  tvith  a  notice  show- 
ing the  property  attached  and  levied  upon,  and  particularly 
describing  said  indebtedness  and  said  bond  and  mortgage, 
and  received  a  certificate  from  said  Miller,  signed  by  him, 
in  which  he  certified  that  he  was  indebted  to  said  Dakin 
in  the  said  sum  of  $3,750  and  interest,  and  that  the  same 
was  secured  by  said  mortgage ;  that  said  sheriff  duly  made 
and  returned  an  inventory  of  the  property  so  attached, 
and  appraised  the  same,  and  proceeded  in  all  matters  under 
said  attachment  in  the  manner  required  of  him  by  law ; 
that  plaintiffs  in  that  action  obtained  judgment  against 
Dakin  for  $4,416.19,  April  7,  1863,  and  filed  a  transcript 
thereof  in  Tompkins  county,  and  the  judgment  was  dock- 
eted there  on  the  8th  April,  1863 ;  that  execution  on  said 
judgment  against  the  property  of  Dakin  was  issued  to  the 
sheriff  of  Tompkins  county  April  8,  1863,  which  execution 
is  still  in  the  hands  of  said  sheriff  and  never  has  been 
returned ;  that  Dakin  has  no  property  real  or  personal,  out 
of  which  said  judgment  or  any  part  of  it  can  be  satisfied 
except  said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  the  indebtedness  secured 
to  be  paid  thereby ;  that  the  plaintiff  acquired  a  lien  upon 
said  bond  and  mortgage  and  the  indebtedness  secured  to 
be  paid  thereby,  by  virtue  of  said  attachment  and  execn« 
tibn,  and  they  are  prevented  enforcing  it  by  reason  of  the 
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fraudulent  assignment  thereof  to  the  defendant  Jewell ; 
that  on  or  about  the  26th  March,  1862,  and  after  the  making 
and  delivery  of  the  promissory  note  aforesaid  by  said  Dakin, 
'he,  the  said  defendant  Dakin,  made  or  pretended  to  make 
an  assignment  of  said  bond  and  mortgage  to  the  defendant 
Ditmars  Jewell,  which  assignment  was  recorded  in  Tomp- 
kins county  clerk's  office  April  4, 1862.  And  the  plaintiffs 
charge  that  said  assignment  was  fraudulent,  and  was  made 
by  said  Dakin  with  intent  to  hinder,  defraud  and  delay 'his 
creditors,  and  especially  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  collection  of 
their  said  demand,  and  that  the  same  was  made  to  prevent 
the  plaintiffs  from  collecting  the  amount  due  them  on  aaid 
promissory  note.  That  said  defendant  Jewell  is  a  brother- 
in-law  of  said  Dakin ;  that  as  plaintiffs  are  informed  and 
believe,  the  said  Jewell  did  not  pay  any  consideration  or 
value  for  said  assignment,  but  the  same  was  made  wholly 
without  consideration ;  that  said  Dakin  still  continues,  in 
effect,  the  owner  of  said  bond  and  mortgage,  and  the  inter* 
est  that  has  been  paid  thereon  since  said  pretended  assign- 
ment has  been  paid  to  said  Dakin,  and  received  by  him  to 
his  own  use;  that  a  copy  of  said  attachment  was  soon 
after  the  commencement  of  the  action  aforesaid,  served 
upon  the  said  defendant  Jewell. 

The  complaint  then  demands  judgment  as  follows :  That 
the  assignment  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  be  adjudged  to 
be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  plaintiffs ;  that  the 
title  to  the  bond  and  mortgage  be  adjudged  to  be  in  Dakin  ; 
that  the  bond  and  mortgage  be  adjudged  to  be  subject  to 
the  lien  of  the  attachment  and  execution ;  that  the  sheriff 
be  authorised  to  collect  this  bond  and  mortgage  from  Fite 
Miller,  and  employ  the  proceeds  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
plaintiffs'  judgment  and  execution ;  that  the  parties  may 
be  enjoined,  Ac,  pen  dente  lite. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  Fite  Miller,  admits  the 
execution  of  the  bond  and  mortgage,  and  that  there  is  due 
thereon  $3,750,  and  interest  from  July  1,  1863;  admits 
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that  on  July  21,  1862,  the  sheriff  of  Tompkins  county 
served  on  him  the  attachment,  and  attached  the  bond  and 
mortgage ;  denies  knowledge,  Ac,  as  to  the  regularity  of 
the  plaintiffs  proceedings  under  the  attachment ;  avers  that 
interest  is  paid  to  July  1,  1863 ;  avers  that  plaintiffs  and 
Jewell  both  claim  the  bond  and  mortgage  adversely  to  each 
other,  and  that  he,  the  defendant,  is  ready  to  pay  the  right 
owner,  and  cannot  determine  who  that  is,  whether  the 
plaintiffs  or  Jewell ;  denies  each  and  every  allegation  not 
expressly^  admitted.  The  answer  of  the  defendant  Dakin 
denies  knowledge,  &c.,  as  to  plaintiffs  being  a  corporation ; 
denies  knowledge,  Ac,  as  to  whether  attachment  was  issued ; 
admits  service  of  attachment  on  Miller,  but  denies  knowl- 
edge as  to  whether  Miller  gave  a  certificate,  and  says  if  it 
was  given  it  was  not  true  ;  denies  that  sheriff  attached  any 
indebtedness  of  Miller  to  him;  denies  that  Miller  was 
indebted  to  him  when  attachment  was  served ;  avers  that 
on  August  1,  1862,  and  for  four  months  anterior  thereto, 
and  ever  since,  defendant  Jewell  was  the  legal  holder  and 
owner  of  the  indebtedness  and  bond  and  mortgage,  and 
solely  entitled  to  demand  and  receive  said  indebtedness ; 
denies  knowledge,  &c.,  of  inventory,  appraisement,  pro- 
ceedings  under  attachment^judgment,  transcript,  docketing 
and  execution ;  admits  that  he  bad  no  property  in  the  state 
of  New  York,  wherewith  to  satisfy  plaintiffs'  judgment  in 
whole  or  in  part;  denies  he  has  any  interest  in  the  bond 
and  mortgage ;  avers  that  the  judgment  is  founded  on  the 
note  to  Bramhall,  dated  March  1,  1861 ;  that  as  collateral 
for  the  note  Bramhall  holds  a  mortgage  on  an  undivided 
one-third  of  real  estate  in  Vermont,  purchased  chiefly  by 
defendant  of  Bramhall ;  denies  that  the  plaintiffs  have  any 
right  to  have  satisfaction  of  their  judgment  out  of  the 
bond  and  mortgage ;  denies  that  the  assignment  to  Jewell 
was  or  is  fraudulent;  admits  that  on  March  26,  1862,  he 
assigned  the  bond  and  mortgage  to  Jewell ;  avers  that  he 
assigned,  sold  and  delivered  the  bond  and  mortgage  in  good 
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faitb,  and  Jewall  puTchased  them  in  good  faith  for.|3,500| 
then  and  shortly  subsequent,  paid  by  said  Jewell  to  de- 
fendant in  cash,  and  that  such  assignment  was  valid ;  aaka 
leave  to  refer  to  assignment  and  bond  and  mortgage  in  the 
possession  of  Jewell  since  the  assignment;  denies  that  the 
assignment  was  fraudulent;  denies  that  the  assignment 
was  made  and  delivered,  or  received  with  any  fraudulent 
intent,  or  with  any  such  intent  or  design  as  is. averred  by 
the  plaintiffs  ;  avers  that  he  received  full  consideration  for 
the  assignment,  and  that  he  has  not  been  the  owner  of  the 
bond  and  mortgage  since  the  assignment,  and  has  bad  no 
interestnn  it ;  denies  that  any  interest  since  the  assignment 
has  been  paid  to  him  as  his  own,  or  received  as  his  own, 
or  for  his  use ;  avers  that  any  such  interest  by  him  received 
since  the  assignment,  was  received  by  him  as  the  agent, 
and  for  the  use  of  Jewell,  on  the  receipt  thereof;  denies 
all  fraud  and  fraudulent  purpose,  design  or  practice,  averred 
or  charged  in  plaintiffs'  complaint.  Answer  of  defendant 
Jewell,  denies  knowledge,  &c.,  of  plaintiffs  beidg  a  corpo- 
ration, and  of  Dakin's  indebtedness ;  denies  knowledge, 
&c.,  as  to  attachment  and  the  proceedings  under  it ;  admits 
that  sheriff  served  attachment  on  Miller  as  alleged,  but 
denies  knowledge,  &c.,  as  to  whether  Miller  gave  certificate, 
and  says  if  it  was  given  it  was  not  true ;  denies  that  sheriff 
attached  any  indebtedness  of  Miller  to  Dakin;  denies  that 
Miller  was  indebted  to  Dakin  when  the  attachment  was 
served  ;  avers  that  on  August  1, 1862,  and  for  four  months 
anterior  thereto,  and  ever  since,  he  was  the  exclusive  legal 
holder  and  owner  of  said  indebtedness ;  denies  knowledge, 
&c.,  of  inventory,  appraisement,  proceedings  under  the 
attachment,  judgment,  transcript,  docketing,  execution, 
aud  whether  it  can  be  satisfied  ;  denies  knowledge,  &c.,  as 
to  whether  Dakin  has  property  in  this  state,  and  avers  that 
plaintiffs  have  no  right  to  have  the  execution  satisfied  oat 
of  the  bond  and  mortgage;  denies  that  the  plaintiffs  have 
acquired  any  lien  on  the  bond  and  mortgage  by  the  attach- 
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xneot ;  denies  that  the  aesignment  is  fraudulent ;  ayers  that 
Bakin,  March  26,  1862,  dnlj  assigned  said  bond  and  mort- 
gage, and  it  was  recorded,  &c. ;  avers  that  Dakin  assigned, 
sold  and  delivered  the  bond  and  mortgage  in  good  faith, 
for  $3,500,  then  and  shortlj  thereafter  paid  by  defendant 
to  Dakin  in  cash ;  such  assignment  being  in  writing  in  due 
fcdrm  of  law,  acknowledged  and  recorded ;  asks  leave  to 
refer  to  assignment,  and  bond  and  mortgage,  which  since 
March  26,  1862,  was  in  his,  Jewell's,  personal  custody  and 
possession;  denies  that  the  assignment  was  fraudulent; 
denies  that  the  assignment  was  given  or  received  with  any 
fraudulent  intent,  or  with  any  intent  or  design  avehred  by 
the  plaintififs ;  avers  that  he  paid  a  full  consideration  for 
the  assignment,  and  that  Dakin  has  not  been  the  owner  of 
the  bond  and  mortgage  since  the  assignment,  and  has  had 
no  interest  in  it ;  denies  that  any  interest  since  the  assign- 
ment has  been  paid  to  Dakin  as  his  own,  or  been  received 
by  Dakin  as  his  own,  or  for  his  0¥m  use ;  avers  that  any 
such  interest  received  by  Dakin  since  the  assignment  was 
received  by  him  as  the  agent,  and  for  the  use  of  him,  Jew- 
ell, and  that  he  paid  such  interest  to  him,  Jewell,  on  the 
receipt  thereof;  admits  the  service  of  the  attachment  on 
him  as  alleged,  and  says  he  gave  the  sheriff  a  certificate 
that  on  March  26,  1862,  he  purchased  the  bond  and  mort- 
gage of  Dakin,  and  paid  him  for  it  in  full,  and  then  held  it 
in  his  possession ;  denies  all  fraud,  fraudulent  intent  and 
practice,  wherewith  he  is  charged. 

Dakin  was  a  resident  of  the  state  of  Vermont,  as  admit- 
ted by  the  answers,  and  sworn  to  by  the  witnesses  on  the 
trial. 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiffs  claimed  that  the  only  disputed 
question  of  fact  in  the  case  was  as  to  whether  the  assign- 
ment of  the  bond  and  mortgage  by  Dakin  to  Jewell,  dated 
March  26,  1862,  was  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the 
plaintiffs,  who  were  creditors  of  Dakin.  That  from  the 
testimony  of  Edmund  G.  Bramhall,  a  witness  sworn  on  the 
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trial,  could  be  gathered  the  connection  and  situation  of 
Bramhall  and  Dakin,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  note 
upon  which  the  judgment  was  recovered,  originated.  Bram- 
hall advanced  money  to  carry  on  an  enterprise  inVermonti 
which  was  expended  bj  Dakin,  and,  as  would  appear,  in 
which  enterprise  both  Bramhall  and  Dakin  had  an  interesti 
This  money  was  obtained  from  the  plaintiffs  by  loans  to 
Bramhall.  March  27,  1861,  Bramhall  and  Dakin  had  a 
settlement,  and  on  that  settlement  it  was  ascertained  that 
Dakin  owed  Bramball  the  amount  of  the  note,  and  Dakin 
gave  the  note  on  which  judgment  was  recovered  to  Bram- 
hall for  the  balance  thus  found  due  by  him  on  the  settle* 
ment,  and  Bramhall  indorsed  the  note  to  the  plaintiffs  for 
the  money  they  had  loaned  to  him,  and  which  had  thus 
been  expended  by  Dakin  in  his  enterprise.  The  enterprise 
in  which  Dakin  was  thus  engaged  was  not  successful.  This 
was  evident  by  the  whole  of  the  testimony  of  Bramhall — 
he  said  the  money  expended  was  money  thrown  away. 
Dakin  had  gi^en  Bramhall  to  understand  while  he,  Bram- 
hall, was  making  advances,  that  the  said  bond  and  mort* 
gage  of  Fite  Miller  should  be  given  to  him  as  security  for 
such  advances.  When  the  enterprise  became  unsuccessful, 
Dakin  sought  to  evade  the  promise  to  Bramhall  to  secure 
him  for  his  advances  by  means  of  the  Miller  bond  and 
mortgage,  and  when  in  October,  1861,  Bramhall  sought  to 
obtain  from  him  the  performance  of  his  promises,  and  thus 
obtain  the  bond  and  mortgage,  Dakin  refused  to  give  it  to 
him,  and  stated  that  he  would  put  tbe  bond  and  mortgage 
beyond  his,  Bramhall's  reach.  Bramhall  testified,  that  when 
in  Vermont,  Dakin  had  promised  him  that  this  bond  and 
mortgage  should  be  applied  to  this  debt,  and  that  after- 
wards, to  wit :  in  October,  1861,  when  he  again  saw  Dakin 
in  Vermont,  and  reminded  him  of  this  promise,  Dakin  then 
refused  to  carry  out  the  promise,  and  threatened  to  put  tbe 
bond  and  mortgage  beyond  the  reach  of  any  one  holding 
this  claim. 
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William  Wilkinson,  aticmey^  and  William  Hbmbt 
A&Noux,  counsel  for  defendant^ 

moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on  the  merits.  Ist.  On 
the  gi'ouud  that  the  plaintifis  have  shown  no  fraudulent 
transfer  of  the  bond  and  mortgage,  and  no  want  of  consid- 
eration. 2d.  As  matter  of  law,  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in 
the  court  to  grant  the  judgment  in  the  action  against  the 
non-resident  defendant  Dakin,  the  summons  never  having 
been  served  on  him  personally,  and  there  was  no  appear* 
ance  {Code^  §  135,  sub.  4).  The  bond  and  mortgage  being 
personal  property  and  movable,  is  governed*  by  the  law  of 
the  domicil  of  the  owner.  (Story's  Con.  L.  §§  376  and  379 ; 
SiU  agt.  Worewkk,  1  K  Black.  690 ;  Hoffman  agt.  Carwo, 
22  Wend.  285,  and  casts  cited  under  note  at  end  of  ^  380, 
Story's  Con.  L. ;  Mackeldey's  Civil  Law,  269,  §  259 ;  1  Edw. 
Ch.  645  ;  KUboum  agt.  Woodworth,  5  John.  R.  37 ;  Robinson 
agt.  Ward's  Executors ,  8  Ji.  86  ;  Pawling  agt.  Bird,  Executor^ 
13  Id.  1 92.)  Plaintiffs  standing  as  simple  contract  creditors, 
cannot  attack  an  alleged  fraudulent  assignment.  {Reubens 
agt.  Joel,  13  jr.  Y.  R.  488 ;  Cropsey  agt.  McKinney,  30 
Barb.  47.)  3d.  Because  execution  has  not  been  returned 
nulla  bona.  {Crippen  agt.  Hudson,  13  Jf.  Y.  R.  161 ;  Mc- 
Elwain  agt.  Willis,  9  Wend.  548 ;  affirming  S.  C.  3  Paige, 
505;  4  John.  Ch.  671 ;  Knauth  agt.  Bassett,  34  Barb.  31; 
Jbidrews  agt.  Durant,  18  JV.  Y.  R.  500 ;  Willardls  Eq.  Ju. 
238 ;  Beck  agt.  Burdett,  1  Paige,  309.)  4th.  Because  the 
plaintiffs  have  not  exhausted  their  legal  remedy.  {Wilson 
agt.  Forsyth,  24  Barb.  105 ;  Code,  §  237.) 

Marsh,   Cos  &  Wallis,   attorneys,  and  Luther  B. 
Marsh,  counsel  for  plaint^s, 

to  sustain  the  action  under  the  attachment,  cited  Code, 
^^  227,  232,  235,  237.  That  the  levy  under  the  execution 
.relates  back  to  the  levy  under  the  attachment.    {Skinner 
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agt.  Stewart,  13  Mb.  442  ;  Burkhardt  agt.  Sanford,  7  .Hbui. 
Pr.  Rep.  259.)  This  action  is  not  what  is  commonly  known 
as  a  jndgment  creditor's  snit,  but  an  action  to  remove  an 
obstruction  that  prevents  the  attachment  and  execution  at 
law,  and  it  is  the  province  of  a  court  of  equity  to  come  in 
in  aid  of  legal  remedies  where  fraudulent  obstructions  are 
placed  in  the  way  of  their  enforcement.  In  such  an  action 
it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  the  return  of  an  execution.  The 
creditor  having  an  attachment  does  not  stand  in  the  posi- 
tion of  the  creditor  at  large,  but  a  creditor  with  a  special 
lien,  which  is  to  be  enforced  by  the  execution.  {Hendricks 
agt.  Robinson,  2  John.  Ch.  R.  283 ;  affirmed  in  the  Court 
of  Errors,  17  John.  R.  438 ;  McElwain  agt.  Willis,  9  Wend. 
648 ;  Skinner  agt.  Stewart,  15  Abb.  391 ;  Crippen  agt.  Httd- 
son,  3  Kern.  161 ;  Fassett  agt.  TaUmadge,  Supreme  Cowrt^ 
first  district  general  term,  manuscript  opinion,  June,  1864; 
Code,  §§  235  and  237 ;  Falconer  agt.  Freeman,  4  Sand.  OL 
R.  565  ;  Rinchey  agt.  Striker,  26  How.  Pr.  R.  75,  Court  of 
Appeals.)  As  to  the  insufficiency  of  the  answers  in  deny- 
ing that  the  assignment  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  was 
fraudulent  or  made  with  a  fraudulent  intent.  {IMchfiM 
agt.  Pelton,  6  Barb.  187  ;  Dykers  agt.  Woodward,  7  How.Pr. 
R.  313;  Churchill  agt.  Bennett,  8  Id.  309.) 

SuTBxaLAND,  J.  My  findings  of  fact,  &o.,  show  the 
ground  upon  which  I  dismiss  the  complaint,  irrespective 
of  the  question  of  fraud,  or  of  other  questions  in  the  case. 
The  plaintiffs'  counsel  appears  to  concede  in  his  points  that 
the  action  cannot  be  maintained  as  a  judgment  creditor's 
bill  or  action,  technically,  but  he  insists  that  the  action  can 
be  maintained  as  an  action  to  remove  a  fraudulent  obstruc- 
tion out  of  the  way  of  the  plaintiffs'  execution.  But  if 
Dakin  had  never  assigned  the  bond  and  mortgage,  or  if  his 
assignment  were  declared  fraudulent  and  void,  the  plain- 
tiffs could  not  reach  or  sell  the  bond  and  mortgage,  or  the 
mortgage  debt,  by  or  under  the  execution.     How  then 
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conld  or  can  Dakin's  assignment  of  tbe  bond  and  mort- 
gage be  an  obstrnction  in  the  way  of  tbe  execution  ?  {See 
BeckiLgt.  Burdeit,  1  Paige,  305  ;  McEltoain  agt.  Willu',  3  Id. 
505.) 

As  the  assignment  by  Dakin  to  Jewell  of  the  bond  and 
mortgage,  was  good  between  the  parties  to  it,  however 
fraudulent  it  may  have  been  as  to  the  creditors  of  Dakio, 
I  doubt  whether  the  sheriff  could  attach  the  same,  or  the 
debt  secured  thereby,  whether  the  sheriff's  proceeding 
under  the  attachment  was  not  nugatory  ;  but  if  otherwise, 
it  has  been  frequently  held  by  this  court  that  the  lien 
acquired  by  the  levy  of  an  attachment  under  the  Code, 
even  on  chattels  alleged  to  have  been  fraudulently  assigned, 
would  not  alone  authorise  an  action  to  set  aside  the  assign- 
ment as  fraudulent,  either  before  or  after  judgment  in  the 
attachment  action.  {Wilson  agt.  Forsyth,  24  Barb.  105; 
Brooks  agt.  Stone,  11  Mbott,  220;  Mills  agt.  Block,  30 
Barb.  552.)  Indeed  this  follows  from  tbe  decision  in  Reu- 
bens agt.  Joel  (13  Jf.  Y.  R.  488).  There  is  nothing  in  tbe 
decision,  or  in  either  of  the  opinions  in  Fassett  agt.  TaU' 
tnadge,  referred  to  by  plaintiffs'  counsel,  which  favors  the 
plaintiffs'  right  to  maintain  this  action. 

The  complaint  must  be  dismissed  as  to  all  thedefendantSi 
with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Nathan  L.  Bensen  agt.  Leonard  S.  Suabez. 

Where  an  im«a/e,  dilapidated  building  falls  and  Injares  the  property  of  another 
a^JoinioK)  the  owner  of  raeh  bnilding  is  liable  for  snob  injary,  althongh  the 
bnilding  and  premUee  upon  which  ititoodwere  Uai$dto  atenanl,  referring  rent. 
Bipeeially  li  the  owner  liable^  where  he  eovenanta  in  the  lease  to  keep  the  premises 
In  repair. 

A  tmuaU  is  In  loM^vl  p&umeUm  of  premises  where  he  has  the  aetnal  oonMnt  «f  the 
lessee  and  the  landlord,  al though  there  is  a  elaose  in  the  lease  that  the  lessee 
shaU  not  nnder-let  without  the  consent  of  the  /sssor  in  writing. 
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Mbany  General  Term,  May,  1864. 
Before  Peckham,  Miller  and  Ingalls,  Justices* 
This  is  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  a  bill  of  exceptions. 
The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Albany  circuit,  November,  1863| 
before  Justice  Hogeboom  and  a  jury,  where  the  plaintiff 
recovered  a  verdict  for  $500,  The  defendant  asks  for  a 
new  trial. 

Henry  Smith,  far  the  motion^ 
Ira  Shafer,  opposed. 

By  the  court,  Peckham,  J.  The  defendant  insists  that 
the  judge  erred  in  refusing  to  non-suit  the  plaintiff.  I 
do  not  think  so.  The  defendant  was  the  owner  of  ihf^ 
tavern  stand  and  appurtenances  where  the  old  shed  fell. 
He  had  leased  them  to  Finney,  and  covenanted  to  keep 
them  in  repair.  He  failed  to  keep  this  old  shed  on  his 
premises  in  repair,  and  by  reason  of  its  being  left  in  a 
weak  and  dilapidated  condition  it  fell  down,  and  drew  down 
ashed  adjoining  to  it  of  the  plaintiff,  and  injured  his  wagons, 
Ac,  to  the  amount  of  the  verdict.  I  am  not  at  all  clear 
that  it  was  necessary  to  show  any  oovepant  to  repair  by 
the  defendant,  in  order  to  sustain  this  action.  *'  Sic  viere 
tuo  ut  alienum  non  ladas"  is  a  sound  maxim,  and  entirely 
applicable  to  this  case.  An  owner  has  no  right  to  erect  a 
nuisance  on  his  own  land  to  the  injury  of  his  neighbors. 
He  cannot  erect  so  weak  and  unsafe  a  building  that  it  shall 
fall  in  ordinary  times  from  its  mere^insecurity  and  insuffi- 
cient strength,  and  thus  injure  the  building  or  property  on 
his  adjoining  neighbor,  without  being  responsible  for  that 
injury,  nor  can  he  suffer  a  building  on  his  premises  to 
become  so  much  out  of  repair  as  to  cause  a  like  injury 
without  being  responsible,  especially  when  he  had  notice 
of  its  condition  and  neglected  to  repair.  Nor  can  he  shield 
himself  from  liability  in  such  case  by  charging  negligence 
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^n  bis  neighbor  for  presuming  to  occupy  his  own  lot  in  a 
careful  manner  in  the  face  of  such  a  danger. 

What  is  this  but  saying  to  his  neighbor,  "  I  have  erected 
an  unsafe  and  dangerous  building  on  my  lot,  and  you  must 
allow  yours  to  lie  vacant  and  unoccupied,  otherwise  my 
building  may  blow  down  upon  you  and  destroy  your  pro- 
perty." {See  Cook  agt.  The  Ch.  Trans.  Co.  1  Denio,  91 ; 
and  see  La  Sola  agt.  Holbrooke  4  Paige,  173;  Panton  agt. 
Holland,  17  J.  /?.  92.) 

Leasing  premises  to  another,  reserving  rent,  with  such 
an  unsafe  building  thereon,  I  do  not  think  discharges  the 
liability  of  the  owner.  Whether  it  does  or  not,  however, 
is  not  material  here,  as  the  defendant  in  this  case  agreed 
to  keep  the  building  in  repair.  It  is  objected  that  it  was 
only  for  hotel  purposes  that  he  agreed  to  keep  in  repair. 
That  contract  fully  covers  this  case.  They  were  not  in 
BuflScient  repair  for  hotel  purposes  when  they  could  not 
stand  up  in  ordinary  weather.  I  see  no  error  in  the  charge 
of  the  judge.  The  plaintiff  could,  no  doubt,  be  in  the 
lawful  possession  of  the  premises  leased  to  Finney  without 
any  covenant  in  writing  from  the.  defendant,  the  owner. 
He  was  in  the  actual  occupation  thereof.  He  had  the 
xsonsent  of  Finney,  the  lessee  of  the  defendant,  to  be  in. 
He  had  the  actual  consent  of  the  defendant  to  be  in  also, 
but  he  had  no  written  consent.  As  to  whom  then  was  he 
a  wrong-doer  ?  It  is  of  not  the  slightest  consequence  that 
the  lease  provided  that  the  lessee  should  not  under-let 
without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  lessor.  This  was  not 
an  action  upon  th'e  lease,  and  this  plaintiff  was  no  party 
to  the  lease.  Surely  by  the  consent  of  all  the  parties  inter- 
ested he  could  get  into  the  lawful  possession  and  occupa- 
tion of  the  premises.  He  had  all  that  as  the  jury  have 
found,  and  at  the  evidence  proved.  Nor  do  I  think  the 
judge  committed  any  error  in  refusing  to  charge  as  re- 
quested, apd  I  think  the  remarks  already  made,  if  correct, 
ahow  that  he  could  not  be  required  so  to  charge. 
Vol.  XXVIII.  33 
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...   A  new  trial  is  denied,  and  judgment  ordered  upon  tbe 
verdict. 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Frederick  Schuchardt  and  Frederick  C.  Gerhard,  respond- 
ents agt.  Theodore  Remiers,  appellant. 

Under  leeiion  121  of  the  Code,  the  representativti  of  »  deoeftied  soU  dtfmtdawi, 
in  ftn  action  after  jadgmeni  and  pendinjf  an  appeal  thereon,  hare  the  right  le 
hare  themaelvet  made  partiei  to  the  appeal* 

General  Term,  February ,  1865. 

Before  Daly,  Brady  and  Cardozo,  Judges. 

Appeal  from  an  order  denying  the  motion  of  the  deceased 
defendant's  representatives  to  be  made  parties  to  the  appeal 
in  this  action, 

Platt,  Oerard  &  Buckley,  attorneys^  and 

Thomas  G.  T.  Buckley,  counsel  for  plaintiffs. 
Van  Pelt  &  Hall,  attorneys  and  counsel  for  defendant 

By  the  court,  Daly,  J.  In  Keene  agt.  Lafarge  (I  Bosm. 
671),  the  defendant  died  after  issue  was  joined,  and  before 
judgment,  and  Ghief  Justice  Bosworth  held  that  in  that 
case  an  application  by  the  representatives  of  the  deceased 
defendant  to  have  the  suit  continued,  could  not  be  enter* 
.tained*  He  was  of  the  opinion  that  section  121  of  the 
Code  was  designed  to  confer  upon  the  representative  of 
a  deceased  sole  plaintiff  only  the  right  to  continue  the 
action  or  to  abandon  it,  and  not-to  enable  the  represents 
tive  of  a  deceased  sole  defendant  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to 
continue  the  action  against  his  will,  and  he  formed  the 
opinion  upon  the  absence  of  any  provision  in  the  Revised 
Statutes  broad  enough  to  cover  such  a  case,  and  upon  the 
construction  that  section  121  authorizes  the  representatives 
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of  a  deceased  party  only  to  make  such  a  motion  within  a 
year  as  may  be  allowed  after  a  year  upon  a  supplemental 
complaint.  It  may  be  that  the  construction  was  a  correct 
one  in  the  case  which  was  presented  to  Chief  Justice  Bos- 
worth,  but  it  will  not  apply  in  the  case  which  is  now  before 
us.  In  the.  present  case  the  defendant  died  after  he  had 
obtained  a  judgment  against  the  plaintiffs  for  costs,  and 
after  they  had  appealed  from  the  judgment.  If  no  appeal 
had  been  taken,  his  personal  representatives  could  have 
compelled  the  payment  of  the  judgment  by  bringing  an 
action  upon  it,  which  in  that  case  would  have  been  the 
appropriate,  if  not  the  only  remedy.  (Cameron  agt.  Mc- 
Kay, 6  How.  R.  373 ;  Thurston  agt.  Kingy  1  Mb.  R.  126.) 
But  if  at  the  time  of  the  defendant's  death  the  ordinary 
undertaking  upon  appeal  was  given  to  stay  all  proceedings 
upon  the  judgment  until  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  his 
representatives  could  not  bring  such  an  action,  the  pro- 
ceedings  upon  the  judgment  being  stayed* 

It  does  not  appear  in  this  case  whether  such  an  under- 
taking was  given  or  not,  nor  is  it  material,  since  it  has  been 
settled  since  the  time  of  Cok£  that  the  proceedings  for  a 
review  of  the  judgment  upon  error,  do  not  abate  by  the 
death  of  the  defendant,  or  any  one  of  the  defendants  in 
error,  but  his  death  being  suggested  upon  the  roll,  the  writ 
of  error  proceeds.  If  he  died  before  the  assignment  of 
error,  his  executors  might  have  a  scire  facias  quare  execu- 
tionem  non,  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  assign  error,  or  if  he 
died  after,  they  might  proceed  as  if  the  defendant  were 
living  until  the  judgment  was  affirmed.  (Jacques  agt.  Cesar^ 
2  Sand.  R.  101;  Bromley  agt.  Littleton,  Yelv.  R.  113; 
Wickett  agt.  Crather,  1  Salk.  R.  264 ;  1  Id  Ray.  R.  439 ; 
Fowler  agt.  Bridges,  1  Show.  R.  183 ;  Bowes  agt.  Poulett^ 
Sir  F.  Moore's  R.  701 ;  Wright  agt.  Freevoke,  Barnes'  Jfotes, 
432.)  And  such  was  the  practice  both  before  and  after 
the  passage  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  (2  Dunlap's  Practice^ 
1144;  Graham's  Practice,  965,  2d  ed.)    The  parties  upon 
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an  appeal  from  a  judgment  occupy  the  same  relative  posi- 
tion that  was^ccupied  before  the  Code  by  the  parties  upon 
a  writ  of  error.  The  defendant  in  this  case  was  the  defend- 
ant in  the  judgment  and  the  defendant  upon  the  appeal, 
holding  the  same  position  as  the  defendant  in  error  uuder 
the  former  practice. 

The  Code  has  abolished  the  writ  of  scire  facias,  and  has 
substituted  in  its  pluce  the  more  summary  and  less  expen- 
sive proceeding  for  continuing  an  action  provided  for  in 
section  121,  and  in  other  cases  where  the  writ  of  scire 
facias  was  the  only  mode  in  which  the  personal  represent- 
ative of  a  deceased  party  could  compel  the  payment  of  a 
judgment  obtained  by  him  in  his  lifetime,  they  have  given 
a  remedy  by  a  civil  action  (§  428.)  The  writ  of  scire 
facias  would  lie  wherever  there  was  a  new  person  to  be 
benefited  or  charged  by  the  execution  of  the  judgment, 
to  make  him  a  party  to  it  {Penoyer  agt.  Bunce^  1  Ld.  Ray. 
R.  246;  1  Salk.  319,  20  iS.  C;  Johnson,  17  Johns.  R.  271; 
1  Tidd's  Practice,  114,  1188,  9M  Land,  ed.),  and  that  writ 
being  now  abolished,  and  the  personal  representatives  of 
the  deceased  defendant,  having  an  interest  in  the  judgment 
which  was  recovered  by  him,  and  an  interest  in  the  appeal 
that  was  pending  at  the  time  of  his  death,  they  have  the 
right  to  have  themselves  made  parties  to  the  appeal,  that 
they  may  obtain  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment;  and  the 
proper  mode  of  doing  it  by  analogy  to  the  former  practice, 
is  by  a  motion  to  the  court  in  the  manner  provided  for  by 
section  121. 

The  order  denying  them  that  right  should,  therefore,  be 
reversed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

KoBERT  J.  Livingston  agt.  Jane  A.  Paintek,  Administra- 
trix, &c.,  of  Wm.  R.  Painter,  and  Thomas  E.  Botes, 
respondents. 

Aa  agretwumt  entered  into  between  ih^fint  and  second  mcrtgag€€s  of  the  Bsme 
premises,  that  the  first  mortgagee  should  waive  bis  option  to  claim  the  whole 
prineipal  sum  dne  on  his  mortgage,  on  defaalt  of  payment  of  interest,  in  con- 
jiderafcton  that  tbeseoond  mortgagee  ^ovld^-^Firft.  Pay  the  interest  in  arrear. 
Second.  Proseonte  the  foreolosora  of  the  second  mortgage  to  the  earliest  possa* 
ble  conclusion ;  and.  Third.  In  the  erent  of  the  second  mortgagee  boying  in  his 
own  name  or  otherwise,  at  the  foreclosure  sa^e,  the  mortgaged  premises,  ho 
«hottld  redaoe  the  prineipal  sum  secured-  by  the  first  mortgage,  by  piling  oir 
aeconnt  of  the  same  the  sum  of  $3,000,  is  an  agreement  which  entitles  the  party 
showing  a  yiolation  of  it  by  the  other,  to  a  decree  in  a  court  of  equity  for  a 
op€e\fUipciiformainc:  (This  decision  rooerses  S.  C.  o^  special  tenth  24  Horn. 
Pr.  R.  231.) 

JVeto  York  General  Term,  February,  1865, 

Before  Ingraham,P.  J.,  Clerke  and  Svtherlajxd,  Justices. 

This  was  an  appeal  froDor  a  judgment  of  the  special  term 
dismissing  the  plaintiffs'  complaint,  on  the  ground  that  it 
did  not  present  a  case  for  the  equitable  interposition  of 
the  court.  The  opinion  below  is  reported  in  24  How.  Pr. 
J?:,  231. 

The  action  was  brought  to  compel  the  speciBc  perform- 
ance of  an  agreement  entered  into  between  Alexander 
Hamilton,  Jr.,  executor,  Ac,  the  assignor  of  the  plaintiff^ 
and  William  R.  Painter,  the  defendant's  intestate.  The 
agreement  recited  that  Painter  was  the  owner  of  a  second 
mortgage  on  the  leasehold  premises  No.  84  Leonard  street, 
for  $12,340,  which.he  was  then  foreclosing;  that  Hamilton 
as  executor,  was  the  owner  of  a  first  mortgage  for  $12,000 
on  the  same  premises,  the  principal  of  which  had  at  the 
option  of  said  Hamilton  become  due  in  consequence  of  a 
defaulfcinthepayment  of  interest;  thatHamilton  had  agreed 
to  waive  this  option,  and  in  consideration  thereof  Painter 
agreed, — First.  To  pay  the  interest  in  arrear.     Second.  To 
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prosecute  the  foreclosure  of  the  second  mortgage  to  the 
earliest  possible  conclusion ;  and,  Third.  In  the  event  of 
said  Painter  buying  in  his  own  name  or  otherwise,  at  the 
foreclosure  sale  the  said  leasehold,  he  should  reduce  the 
principal  sum  secured  by  the  first  mortgage,  by  paying  on 
account  of  the  same  the  sum  of  $3,000. 

The  complaint  after  setting  up  the  agreement,  alleged 
that  Painter  obtained  a  judgment  of  foreclosure  of  the 
second'  mortgage,  under  which  the  leasehold  was  sold  at 
auction,  and  bought  in  the  name  of  the  defendant  Boyee, 
who  received  the  sheriff's  deed ;  that  Painter  bought  the 
lease  in  the  name  of  Bojes  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the 
above  agreement;  that  Boy es. paid  no  consideration  for 
the  leasehold,  and  that  he  acted  as  a  mere  cover,  agent  or 
trustee  for  Painter ;  that  Painter  failed  to  reduce  the  first 
mortj^ge  by  paying  $3,000  on  account  thereof,  and  that 
the  bond,  mortgage  and  agreement  had  been  assigned  to 
the  plaintiff. 

The  complaint  demanded.  First.  That  the  sheriff's  deed  to 
Boyes  be  declared  fraudulent  and  void  so  far  as  it  prevented 
the  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  Second.  That 
Painter  reduce  the 'first  mortgage  by  paying  on  account  of 
the  same  the  sum  of  $3,000  ;  and.  Third.  For  general  relief. 

On  the  trial  of  the  action  at  the  November  special  term, 
1862,  the  court  dismissed  the  complaint  upon  the  pleadings 
and  the  plaintiff's  opening.  From  that  judgment  the 
plaintiff  appealed  to  the  general  term. 

Lewis  L.  Delafield,  fwr  appellant. 

I.  It  is  submitted  with  great  respect,  that  the  learned 
court  erred  in  dismissing  the  complaint  in  this  action.  It 
should  have  heard  the  evidence,  and  have  granted  the 
plaintiff  **  any- relief  consistent  with  the  case  made  by  the 
complaint,  and  embraced  within  the  issue,"  irrespective  of 
thp-  prayer  of  the  complaint,  and  whether  that  relief  was 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS-  glQ^ 

*  LiTingstoB  agi.  Pidnter.  ^ 

legal  or  equitable.  {Codej  §  275 ;  Marquat  agt.  Marquat, 
12  Jf.  Y.  R.  341;  Emery  agt.  Pease,  20  JV.  Y.  R.  63 ;  TAe^ 
jr.  Y.  Ice  Co.  agt.  JVor/A  Western  Ins.  Co.  23  JV.  F.  B.  359  j 
J?ai7au>  agt.  Scotf,  24  JV.  F.  R.  45 ;  Phillips  agt.  Gorham^ 
17  JV.  r.  B.  270 ;  Crary  agt.  Goodman,  12  JV.  K  B.  266 ; 
Dofcon  agt.  Pearce,  12  JV.  F.  -R.  165.) 

(a)  When  the  defeixdant  has  answered,  "  the  demand  of 
relief  in  the  complaltit  becomes  immaterial.  The  case 
made  by  the  complaint  and  the  limits  of  the  issue  alone 
determine  the  extent  of  the  power  of  the  court."  By 
Johnson,  J.,  in  Marquat  agt.  Marquat,  supra. 

(6)  The  prayer  for  relief  being  immaterial,  the  court 
must  grant  whatever  remedy  the  plaintiff  shows  himself 
entitled  to,  whether  he  has  demanded  it  or  not.  In  JMar- 
quat  agt.  Marquat,  supra,  the  demand  was  for  equitable 
relief  only  (specific  performance) ;  the  cause  was  tried  at 
the  special  term,  and  the  court  awarded  legal  relief  only 
(damages).  la  Emery  agt.  Pease,  supra,  the  demand  was 
for  legal  relief  only  (money  due  on  contract),  and  the  court 
ordered  equitable  relief  only  (an  accounting),  holding  that 
"  if  the  case  which  the  plaintiff  states  entitles  him  to  any 
remedy,  either  legal  or  equitable,  his  complaint  is  not  to 
be  dismissed  because  he  has  prayed  for  a  judgment  to 
which  he  is  not  entitled  "  (20  JV.  Y.  R.  64). 

(c)  In  this  action  the  complaint  demands,  1st,* equitable 
relief,  and  2d,  such  further  or  other  relief  as  shall  be 
agreeable  to  equity. 

II.  The  defendants  waived  a  trial  by  jury  by  not  demand- 
ing it  when  the  case  came  on  for  trial.  {Barlow  agt.  Scott^ 
24  Jf.  Y.  R.  46;  Greason  agt.  Keteltas,  17  JV.  Y.  R.  491, 
498.) 

III.  If  the  defendants  had  demanded  and  were  entitled 
to  a  trial  by  jury,  the  complaint  should  not  have  been  dis- 
missed, but  the  court  should  have  transferred  the  action 
to  the  circuit.  {Code,  §§  69,  275,  and  above  cases  ;  Stwtnson 
agt.  Burton,  15  ^bb.  Pr.  R.  355.) 
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.  lY.  The  defendants^  objecfc  that  the  plaintiff  shows  no 
ground  for  equitable  relief,  and  that  he  has  a  perfect, 
remedy  at  law.  The  answer  to  that  is,  that  the  defendants 
have  omitted  to  raise  this  objection  in  their  answers,  and 
that  it  comes  too  late  at  the  hearing.  {TrtiscoU  agt.  Kingy 
2  Seld.  R.  165  ;  Le  Roy  agU  Piatt,  4  Paige's  R.  77 ;  WisvxiU 
agt.  Hall,  3  Id.  314 ;  Grandin  agt.  Le  Roy,  2  Paige's  Ch,  R. 
5Q9.)  •. 

V.  The  court  below  erred  in  its  conclusion  of  law,  "  that 
tbet  complaint  in  this  action  does  not  present  a  case  for  the 
equitable  interposition  of  the  court.  Judgment  must 
thereupon  be  entered  dismissing  the  complaint."  The 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to.  a  decree  for  specific  performance. 
{PhUlipa  agt.  Berger,  2  Barb.  R.  608  ;  8  Id.  527 ;  Ball  agt, 
(^oggSi  1  Brovm  Cas.  in  Pa/r.  140  ;  Colt  agt.  Jfettervill,  P. 
Wms.  R.  304 ;  Adderley  ^gt.  Dixon,  1  Sira.  8r  Stu,  -R-  607; 
Suxton  agt.  Lister,  3  Jltk.  R.  383.) 

(a)  It  is  said  in  the  older  decisions,  that  the  general  rule 
is  not  to  entertain. jurisdiction  in  equity  for  the  specific 
performance  of  contracts  relating  to  personalty. 
.  (6)  Judge  Story  places  the  rule  on  a  more  philosophical 
ground,  and  **  limits  it  to  cases  where  a  compensation  in 
c^amages  furnishes  a  complete  and  satisfactory  remedy  " 
(2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §^718,  724,  n.  2). 

.  YI.  Such  is  the  law  in  this  state,  and  it  is  now  settled 
that  the  rule  that  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract 
relating  to  chattels  will  not  be  decreed,  is  limited  to  cases 
where  aoompensation  in  damages  would  furnish  a  complete 
and  satisfactory  remedy.  {Phillips  agt.  Berger,  2  Barb,  R. 
608;  Phillips  agt.  Berger,  8  Id.  527;  2  Parsons'  Con.  511. 
529;  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  ^§716,  718,  et  seq.;  1  Sugden  on 
Vendors,  p.  273,  andn.  1.)  The  fact  that  the  relief  con- 
tomplates  the  payment  of  money,  is  immaterial.  The 
learned  judge  erred  in  this  respect.  {Phillips  agt.  Berger, 
sfpra ;   Crary  agt.  Smith,  2  Corns,  R.  60.) 

VII.  Equity  also  enforces  contracts  in  relation  to  per- 
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aonalty,  Avben  the  effect  of  the  breach  of  the  contract  can* 
not  be  known  or  e&timated  with  any  exactness,  either 
because  the  effect  will  show  itself  after  a  long  time,  or  for 
any  other  reason.  (Ball  agt.  Cog^Sy  supra ;  Buxton  agt. 
Lister^  supra ;  Adderley  agt.  Dixon,  supra ;  2  Parsoni  Con. 
532.) 

VIII.  The  action  is  brought  to  compel  Painter  to  per- 
form an  agreement  by  which  he  undertook  in  a  certain 
event  *'  to  redace  the  principal  sum  secured  by  the  said 
first  mortga.ge,  by  paying  ou  account  of  the  same  the  sum 
of  $3,000." 

(a)  The  agreement  was  "  to  reduce  "  the  mortgage.  The 
mode  of  accomplishing  this  is  immaterial,  and  should  not 
influence  the  court. 

(fr)  The  agreement  is  not  to  pay  money,  it  is  to  do  a 
particular  thing,  to  wit :  to  reduce  a  mortgage. 

(c)  The  difference  is  apparent  from  the  results  that  fol- 
low. If  the  agreement  is  for  the  payment  of  money  only, 
aud  Lawrence,  the  mortgagor,  pays  off  the  mortgage  before 
Painter  pays  the  $3,000,  this  would  be  no  defence  to  him 
for  not  paying  that  amount.  Otherwise,  if  the  agreement 
is  to  reduce  the  mortgage. 

(d)  This  was  plainly  not  the  intention  of  the  parties. 
Painter  agreed  to  reduce  the  mortgage,  because  he  expected 
to  buy  the  mortgaged  premises.  Mr.  Hamilton  could  not, 
as  executor,  demand  a  price  for  his  indulgence, — but  it 
was  his  duty  to  increase  his  security  by  reducing  the  mort- 
gage- 

(e)  The  agreement  was  in  effect  a  contract  for  additional 
security  and  further  assurance,  which  can  always  be  enforced 
in  equity  {Lewis  agt.  Wilson^  1  Edw.  R.  305). 

IX  The  intention  of  the  parties  can  only  be  effected  by 
the  specific  performance  of  the  contract ;  no  other  relief 
would  furnish  a  complete  remedy. 

(a)  It  would  be  impossible  for  a  jury  to  estimate  with 
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any  exactness  the  damages  sustained,  because  it  may  not 
be  known  for  a  long  time,  and  it  would  be  said : 

1.  That  it  did  not  follow  that  Lawrence  would  not  pay 
oflf  the  mortgage. 

2.  That  it  did  not  follow  that 'if  the  property  were  sold 
under  foreclosure,  it  would  not  bring  enough  to  pay  the 
mortgage  debt.  This  diflSculty  alone  brings  the  case  within 
the  rule  stated  at  point  YII. 

(6)  Whatever  damages  a  jury  might  award,  would  be  by 
way  of  penalty  for  a  breach  of  the  contract,  and  would 
not  b^  applied  to  reduce  the  mortgage.  This  would  be 
injurious, — 

1.  To  Lawrence,  the  mortgagor. 

2.  To  Painter,  who  bought  the  property  subject  to  the 
mortgage. 

3.  To  Mr.  Hamilton,  who  would  have  an  uncertain  ver- 
dict, instead  of  the  amount  agreed  .upon. 

X.  The  plaintiff,  therefore,  insists  that  the  learned  judge 
erred  in  holding  "  that  the  damages  caused  by  the  delay, 
are  capable  of  being  measured  and  ascertained  by  a  jury," 
and  that  ''  the  plaintiff's  redress  is  by  an  action  for  dama- 


XI.  And  that  he  erred  in  holding  that  "  if  the  plaintiff 
has  sustained  any  injury,  it  is  in  consequence  of  the  delay 
in  not  prosecuting  a  foreclosure  of  the  first  mortgage," 

(a)  If  the  plaintiff  had  foreclosed,  he  would  have  been 
guilty  of 'as  gross  a  breach  of  faith  as  is  the  defendant. 

(fr)  He  could  not  have  foreclosed,  because  Painter  paid 
the  interest  in  arrear. 

XII.  If  Mr.  Hamilton  had  attempted  to  foreclose  the 
$12,000  mortgage  contrary  to  the  terms  of  this  agreement, 
the  defendant  Painter  could  have  obtained  a*  perpetual 
injunction  against  him.  This  being  admitted,  it  necessarily 
follows  that  Mr.  Hamilton  and  his  assignees  have  a  recip- 
it>cal  remedy  in  equity  to  compel  the  specific  performance 
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of  the  same  agreement.     {Phillips  agt.  Berger,  8  Barb.  R. 
528 ;  2  Id.  611;  2  S/ory'*  Eq.  Jur.  §  723.) 

XIII.  The  remedy  in  equity  mast  be  mutual.  Where  a 
bill  will  lie  in  favor  of  one  party,  it  will  lie  in  favor  of  the 
other.  The  controlling  inquiry  is,  would  an  action  at  law 
afford  to  the  defendant  a  complete  remedy  if  the  plaintiff 
refused  to  carry  out  his  agreement  ?  If  it  would  not,  and 
the  defendant  would  be  allowed  to  resort  to  equity,  the 
plaintiff  may  do  the  same.  {Phillips  agt.  Berger^  2  Barh. 
JR.  611 ;  WUhy  agt.  Cottle,  1  Sim.  tr  Stu.  R.  174;  ^dderly 
agt.  Dixon f  Id.  612 ;  Cathcart  agt.  Robinson,  5  Peters^  R. 
264.) 

(a)  It  is  only  upon  the  ground  of  reciprocal  remedy  that 
suits  in  courts  of  equity  by  the  vendor  against  the  vendee, 
to  compel  tiie  specific  performance  of  contracts  to  pur- 
chase, can  be  maintained.  {Crary  agt.  Smith,  2  Corns.  R. 
60  ;  Brovm  agt.  Hojf,  5  Paige  R.  240 ;  Lewis  agt.  Lechmere, 
10  Mod.  R.  506 ;   Cathcart  agt.  Robinson,  5  Peters^  R.  278.) 

{b)  It  is  not  because  there  is  a  distinction  between  realty 
and  personalty,  nor  because  there  is  more  stability  in  the 
one  than  the  other.  {Adderley  agt.  Dixon,  1  Sim.  4r  Stu. 
R.  174  ;  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §  717.) 

XIV.  Courts  of  equity  have  no  discretion  to  refuse 
equitable  relief  where  they  have  jurisdiction,  unless  fraud 
or  circumstances  amounting  to  fraud  appear.  Except  in 
such  cases,  it  is  as  much  of  course  to  decree  a  specific  per^ 
formance  as  it  is  to  award  damages  at  law.  {Hall  agt. 
Warren,  9  Vesey's  R.  608 ;  Seymour  agt.  Delancey,  3  Cow. 
R.  505  ;  Willard's  Eq.  Jur.  262 ;  Bowen  et  al.  agt.  7%e  Irish 
Presby.  Cong.  6  Bos.  R.  268.) 

XV.  The  discretion  which  is  reserved  is  not  arbitrary 
and  capricious,  but  must  be  guided  by  law  and  governed 
by  rule,  It  is  retained  for  the  sole  purpose  of  preventing 
contracts  in  which  fraud  appears,  from  being  enforced 
through  the  medium  of  courts  of  equity.  (1  Sugden  on 
Vendors,  274 ;  Seymour  agt.  Delancy,  3  Cow.  R.  451,  505, 
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521,  525 ;  Rex  agt.  Wilkes,  4  Burrovis,  2539 ;  Vule  agt 
Tray  ^  Boston  RR.  Co,  21  Barb.  R.  394 ;  Davis  agt.  Symonds, 
1  Cox's  Ch.  IL  407 ;  St  John  agt.  Benedict,  6  JoAn.  C&.  R. 
117 ;  Jenldns  agt.  £fog^,  2  Coru.  iL  841 ;  Clement  agt. 
Aeid,  9  Smedes  fy  Marsh.  R.  535.) 

XVI.  In  this  action  the  motion  to  difimisB  the  complaint 
was  made  upon  the  pleadings,  and  before  any  evidence  was 
introduced.  There  is  nothing  in  the  agreement  between 
Mr.  Hamilton  and  Painter  that  is  harsh  or  unreasonable, 
much  less  fraudulent.  It  is,  therefore,  submitted  with 
great  respect  that  the  learned  judge  erred  in  supposing 
that  he  had  any  discretion  to  refuse  the  relief  prayed  for, 
and  that  he  erred  in  dismissing  the  complaint  in  the  exer- 
cise of  this  supposed  discretion. 

XYII.  This  action  is  peculiarly  of  an  equitable  nature^ 
It  is  brought  to  have  the  sheriff's  deed  to  Boyes  declared 
fraudulent  and  void  (3  R.  S.  15,  §§  51,  52). 

XVIII.  The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new 
trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  the  appellant. 

R.  M.  Hakringtqn,  for  respondents.  • 

By  the  court,  SutAsrlakd,  J.  The  agreement  of  Painter, 
the  bolder  of  the  second  mortgage,  if  he  bought  "  in  bis 
own  name  or  otherwise,"  at  the  sale  under  the  foreclosure 
of  his  mortgage,  that  then  he  should  and  would  reduce  the 
principal  sum  secured  by  the  first  mortgage  (held  by  Ham- 
ilton as  executor,  <fec.),  by  paying  on  account  of  the  same 
$3,000,  was  a  lawful  and  valid  agreement,  for  a  sufficient 
and  lawful  consideration;  the  consideration  being  the 
agreement  of  Hamilton  to  waive  his  option  of  considering 
the  whole  principal  of  his  mortgage  due  and  payable  for 
non-payment  of  interest ;  and  Painter  avers  in  his  answer 
that  Hamilton  in  fact  waived  his  option  to  consider  the 
whiole  principal  due,  by  actually,  soon  after  the  making  of 
the  agreement,  receiving  from  him  the  interest.    It  ia  eaqr 
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to  Bay  that  the  waiver  of  Hamilton  of  his  right  to  foreclose 
bis  mortgage  for  the  whole  principal  and  interest,  might 

•be,  and  probably  was,  very  beneficial  to  the  holder  of  the 
second  mortgage.,     llie  complaint  alleges  in  substance, 

•  that  on  the  sale  under  the  foreclosure  of  Painter's  mort- 
gage, the  defendant  Boyes  purchased  the  mortgaged  premi- 
ses or  interests,  and  took  the  sheriff's  deed  in  his  name,  at 
t)ie  instance  and  for  the  benefit  of  Painter,  and  with  full 
knowledge  of  the  agreement  between  Hamilton  and  Painter, 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  Painter  to  evade  the  agree- 
ment ;  and  that  Boyes  paid  no  money,  but  gave  a  mortgage 
to  Painter  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  purchase  money. 
The  specific  relief  asked  by  the  complaint  is  :  1st.  That 
the  sheriff's  deed  to  Boyes  be  declared  fr^tudulent,  inopera- 
tive and  void,  so  far  as  it  prevents  the  specific  perfoimance 
of  the  agreement  by  Painter  to  reduce  the  principal  of  the 
first  mortgage  by  paying  the  $3,000  on  account  thereof. 
2d.  That  the  defendant  Painter  be  adjudged  to  reduce  the 
principal  of  the  mortgage  by  paying  the  $3,000  on  account 
thereof.     The  complaint  also  asks  for  general  relief. 

It  is  plain,  I  think,  that  the  complaint  shows  a  prima 
facie  right  in  the  plaintiff  (Hamilton's  assignee),  to  come 
into  a  court  of  equity  at  least  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
the  relief  first  specifically  asked  for,  and  if  so,  it  is  per- 
fectly clear  that  a  court  of  equity  having  jurisdiction  for 
such  purpose,  could  proceed  and  give  the  relief  secondly 
specifically  asked  for,  though  the  plaintiff  might  have 
obtained  such  last  mentioned  relief  in  a  court  of  law.  But 
I  do  not  see  how  the  plaintiff  could  have  obtained  this 
relief  in  a  court  of  law.  The  relief  is,  that  Painter  be 
decreed  to  reduce  the  principal  of  the  mortgage  according 
to  his  agreement  by  paying  $3,000  on  account  of  the  prin- 
cipal. Certainly  a  court  of  law  could  not  grant  this  relief. 
The  plaintiff  asks  for  a  specific  performance  of  his  agree- 
ment, and  I  think  the  pleadings  show  prima  fadty  that  he 
has  a  right  to  it.     I  do  not  see  how  the  plaintiff  could 
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recover  anything  beyond  nominal  damages  at  law,  without 
showing  that  his  mortgage  had  been  foreclosed  for  the 
whole  principal,  and  that  the  mortgaged  premises  or  inter- 
ests did  not  bring  sufficient  to  pay  the  mortgage* 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  plaintiff's  complaint  was  inad* 
vertently  dismissed,  as  it  was  on  his  opening  and  the  plead- 
ings, and  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new 
trial  ordered,  with  costs  to.  abide  the  event  of  the  action. 

Ingraham,  J.  Even  if  the  prayer  in  the  complaint  was 
merely  for  a  sum  of  money,  the  facts  set  out  therein  show 
a  good  cause  of  action  in  equity,  on  which  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  relief.  If  so,  and  the  court  had  jurisdiction, 
it  could  give  such  relief  as  the  party  was  entitled  to,  inclu- 
ding a  judgment  for  money  if  proper. 

I  concur  in  reversing  the  judgment. 


ERRATA. 

In  the  Mfe  of  Cotn  sgt.  Carroll,  ante,  p.  436,  In  the  head  note,  8th  line  and 
•Mond  word,  for  **  the  >'  read  «  an."  On  page  437,  line  23d,  for  "  defendant!'' 
nud  «plaintiffii,»  and  on  page  443,  for  **  Jd,*»  read  **  Hcw,*> 
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OTHER  IMPORTANT  QUESTIONS, 

CONTAINED  IK  THB  FOLLOWINO  REPORTS  : 
28  Howard^ s  Pr.  B.,  and  2t  New  York  Eeporls. 


ABATEMENT. 

1.  Tha  de&rth  of  a  part  j  io  an  action, 
aannot  ehang e  the  right*  of  the  other 
parties;  it  merely  changes  the  title  of 
the  aotioo,  and  a  reTlral  in  faror  of 
the  repretentatiree  it  permitted  for 
the  parpose  of  protecting  the  intereita 
of  the  eitate  of  the  deoeased  (Carptn- 
tier  agt.  WiUett,  anU,  876). 

S.  Where  the  defendant  died  in  Febm- 
arf,  and  the  action  waa  reriTod  in 
March  following,  the  tenn  fu$  in  the 
eoart  of  appeal*  for  the  March  and 
Jane  termi  were  properly  taxable,  as 
one  notice  for  the  year  in  that  court  is 
snAoient  (Id), 

Bee  RariTOB. 


ACCOUNT. 
Bee  RsFKBSMCK,  2,  3,  4. 
See  JoiXT  Stock  Cokpanibs,  4,  5. 
Bee  Executors  amd  Administra- 
tors, 1,  2. 
Bee  UsuRTy  1,  2,  S. 

ACTION  IN  BAR. 

1.  The  record  of  a  court  of  general 
jnrisdiction,  showing  a  decision  that 
the  plaintiff  be  nonsuited  and  the 
action  discontinued,  establishes  no  bar 
to  a  subsequent  suit  for  the  same  cause 
of  action  (Audubon  agt.  BxceUior 
liuiiraiics  Co.  27  H.  Y.  R,  21tt). 


2.  The  decision  in  the  first  action  baring 
originally  been  that  the  complaint  be 
dismissed,  was  amended  upon  summary 
application  by  the  plaintiff,  so  as  to 
provide  for  a  nonsuit  and  discontinu- 
ance. The  propriety  or  legality  of 
suoh  amendment  is  not  reviewable 
upon  an  appeal  talten  in  the  second 
action,  and  the  amended  judgment  it 
the  only  evidence  receivable  of  tho 
disposition  of  the  former  action  (Id), 

ADMIRALTT. 

1.  It  is  a  well  settled  principle  of  law, 
that  where  a  veMtl  U  taiied  on  ikarm 
(not  eharterod),  all  the  owners  are 
responsible  for  her  hilUy  especially 
where  the  items  of  those  bills  show 
they  were  for  port  charges  {Basnett 
agt.  Crowell,  aiUty  241). 

2.  Where  the  claimants  file  exceptions 
to  a  libel,  the  libellant  has  a  right 
under  the  24th  admiralty  rule  of  the 
supreme  court  to  move  to  amend  hiM 
libel  in  any  of  tho  points  excepted  to> 

'without  submitting  to  the  exception, 
as  provided  for  in  rule  04  of  this  court 
(Town  agt.  Steomthip  Wut€m  Mo* 
tropoUo,  aiUOy  283). 

3.  Where  the  offending  Tcssel  in  a  case 
of  collision  is  arrested  in  this  district, 
this  court  has  juriodidion  of  the  causa 
of  action,  even  though  the  collision 
occurred  on  the  Potomao  riTer,  oui  of 
tko  dUtria  (Id.) 


528 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Digest. 


4.  Cases  of  maritime  torts  committed 
upon  navigable  waters,  are  cognisable 
in  tbe  admiralty  within  any  district 
where  the  ressel  may  be  apprehended 

6.  Where  the  claimant  excepted  to  eight 
distinct  matters  of  form  in  the  libel, 
it  was  held  that  tbe  points  of  excep- 
tion embraoed  matters  which  are  suffi- 
oiently  explicit  and  certain  to  a  com- 
mon intendment;  or  are  appropriately 
subjects  of  proof,  and  need  not  be  set 
cat  in  the  pleadings  (Id), 

AFFIDAVITS. 

1.  Where  a  defendant  in  moTing  to  dis- 
charge an  order  qf  arrest,  predicates 
his  motion  on  the  plnintiflf  s  affidaoUs, 
and  to  which  he  presents  a  response, 
he  waivee  his  right  to  object  that  the 
plaintiff's  affidavits  are  e^UUled  i»  the 
cause  {City  Bank  agt.  Liunleyy  ante, 
397). 

2.  The  laws  of  1863  (p.  449),  confers 
generally  the  authority  to  administer 
oaths  and  ^affirmations  to  be  read  in 
evidence  and  used  in  any  of  the  oourts 
of  this  state,  without  prescribing  any 
particular  form  of  authentication. 
And  it  was  not  the  intention  cf  the 
legislature  to  impose  upon  Vice  Con- 
auls  duties  in  respect  to  this  subject 
not  imposed  upon  others  {Id). 

8.  Therefore,  where  a  jurat  to  an  affidavit 
is  in  the  usual  form,  and  states  that 
the  deposition  was  subscribed  and 
sworn  to  in  the  presence  of  the  Vice 
Consul  of  Canada,  and  he  so  certifies 
under  his  seal  of  offioe>  it  is  sufficient 
{Id). 

4.  Affidavits  to  prooure  an  order  of  ar- 
rest stating  the  material  facts  upon 
if^ormation  and  belief  are  sufficient, 
where  they  'state  the  sources  from 
which  the  information  is  derived,- and 
the  places  of  residence  of  the  inform- 
ants at  such  distance  that  it  would  be 
impracticable  to  procure  their  sworn 
statements  in  season  to  make  a  suc- 
cessful arrest.  Especially  whore  they 
contain  positive  and  truthful  state- 
ments enough  to  make  out  a  prima 
facie  ease  for  arrest  {Id). 

See  IxjVMGTioVf  2. 


AFFINITY. 

1.  A  fudge  related  by  affinity  to  one  of 
the  defendants  in  an  action,  within 
the  degrees  of  affinity  t^ich  would  ex- 
clude him  as  a  juror,  cannot  grant  an 


injunction  therein  {N.  Y.  if  Ntw  Hm- 
ven  Railroad  Co.  agt.  Schuyler,  auie, 
187). 

2.  SQch  affinity  exists  wher^sueh  judge 
and  defendant  have  married  eousias 
who  are  still  living,  and  the  parties 
are  united  by  »  subsisting  marriage 
{Id). 

3.  An  injunction  grmted  in  an  e^ity 
eaase  by  a  judge  disqualified  by  rea»n 
of  affinity  to  one  of  the  defendants  to 
sit  in  tbe  cause,  will  be  dissolved  on 
the  application  of  any  of  the  defend- 
ants as  to  the  defendant  applying, 
though  the  interests  and  elaims  of  the 
defendants  are  separate  and  disUnct, 
but  embraced  in  one  action  {Id). 

AGREEMENT. 

1.  Where  an  agreement  is  entered  into 
between  a  creditor  and  his  debtors  for 
staying  the  entry  of  judgment  against 
the  latter,  on  certain  conditions  and 
payments  being  performed,  and  during 
the  performance  of  the  agreement  by 
the  debtors,  the  creditor  without  any 
previous  notice  to  the  debtors  enters 
up  judgment,  issues  execution  and 
levies  upon  the  debtors'  property,  the 
judgment  and  execution  will  be  set 
aside  with  costs,  and  the  judgment 
cancelled,  even  if  the  agreement  was 
unlawful  and  could  not  be  enforced  by 
legal  process  (Jaj^agt.  DeOroot,  ante, 
107). 

2.  Where  it  is  averred  in  a  compfaint 
that  the  plaintiff  owned  the  property 
in  question,  and  loaned  it  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  it  had  been  demand- 
ed of  him  and  he  had  refused  to  delirer 
it,  and  converted  it  to  his  own  use, 
these  allegations  are  sufficient  to  eon- 
stitute  the  action  one  of  tort,  notwith- 
standing the  agreement  under  which 
the  defendant  received  possession  of 
the  property  is  stated  in  the  complaint 
{Person  agt.  Civer,  ante,  U9). 

3.  Where  the  defendant  received  pro- 
perty from  the  plaintiff  under  an 
agreement  to  return  it  at  a  certain  time 
or  pay  to  plaintiff  a  certain  sum  for  its 
value,  and  subsequent  to  the  time 
limited  for  its  return  the  defendant 
paid  to  plaintiff  a  pan  of  the  stipu- 
lated value  and  gave  his  due  bills  for 
the  balance,  and  on  the  defendant  s 
refusal  to  return  the  property  on  de- 
mand of  the  plaintiff  ■ubaequoBtly 
made: 

4.  Held,  in  an  aoUonby  the  plaintiff  for 
the  conversion  of  the  property,  that 
the  defendant  ooold  not  be  arretted 
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MdheldtoV»U.  TIm  plaintiff  by  re- 
oemng  a  p»rfe  payment  and  the  due 
bills  for  the  property,  had  waived  his 
right  to  insist  upon  its  return  by  the 
condition  of  the  agreement,  and  treat- 
ed the  transaction  as  a  Bale,  and  the 
amount  due  as  a  dibt  (Id).  ^ 

5.  An  agreement  entered  into  between 
ihefir$t  and  second  mortgageee  of  the 
samo  promises,  that  the  first  mortga- 
gee should  waive  his  option  to  claim 
the  whole  principal  sum  due  on  his 
mortgage,  on  default  of  payment  of 
interest,  in  consideration  that  the 
second  mortgagee  would — First.  Pay 
the  interest  in  arrear.  Second.  Pro- 
secute the  foreclosure  of  the  second 
mortgage  to  the  earliest  possible 
conclusion ;  and,  Third,  In  the  event 
of  the  second  mortgagee  buying  in  his 
own  name  or  otherwise,  at  the  fore- 
closure sale,  the  mortgaged  premises, 
be  should  reduce  the  principal  sum 
aeeured  by  the  first  mortgage,  by  pay- 
ing on  aocountof  the  same  the  sura  of 
$9,000»  is  an  agreement  which  entitles 
the  party  showing  a  violation  of  it  by 
the  other,  to  a  decree  in  a  court  of 
equity  for  a  epec^fic  per/ormanu. 
(ThU  duision  reverses  S.  C.  at  spe- 
cialterm,  24  Haw.  Pr.  R.  231.)  (Liv- 
tags/onagt.  Painter,  antej,bl7.) 

See  CoiiffRi.CT. 

See  Principal  axd  Aoeht,  1. 

See  ASSIOKMEHT  FOR  THR   BrXEFXT 
OF  CuRniTORS^  llf  12,  13. 


AMENDMBNT. 

1.  Upon  a  motion  by  a  subaequent  judg- 
ment creditor  to  set  aside  judgments 
oanfessed  by  his  debtor  under  §  383  of 
the  Code,  the  ooart  may  allow  an 
amendment  supporting  the  Judgment 
by  the  signing  and  verifying  a  new 
statement  stating  the  facts  more  spe- 
oifionlly  {Mitchell  agt.  Van  Bvren,  27 
N.  Y.  R,  300). 

See  AoTjoN  iv  Bar»  1,2. 

ALIMONT. 

!•  To  entitle  the  plaintiiT  to  alimony 
and  counsel  fee,  in  an  action  for  di- 
vorce for  cruel  and  inhuman  treat- 
ment, she  must  make  it  appear  that 
she  has  been  injured,  and  present  a 
meritorious  cause  of  action  {Solomon 
agt.  Solomon,  ante,  218). 

2 .  A  single  instance  of  cruelty  is  not  suf- 
ficient cause  to  authorise  the  court  to 
interfere,  although  vague  charges  of 

Vol.  XXVIII. 


cruel  treatment  are  also  made  against 
the  husband.  The  parties  to  a  mar- 
riage contract  should  bear  lone  and 
patiently  with  each  other ;  they  shoald 
exercise  the  most  forgiving  spirit,  and 
seek  by  all  possible  means  to  reeoneile 
their  differences,  before  resorting 
either  to  the  protection  or  the  process 
of  the  law  to  redress  their  wrongs. 
They  should  become  fully  satisfied  that 
there  was  no  longer  any  possibility 
that  the  duties  of  their  married  life 
can  bo  discharged  (Id). 

AN8WSB. 

1 .  The  Code  has  not  changed  the  rule 
whioh  requires  certainty  andpartieu- 
larity  in  stating  the  offence  charged 
against  a  plaintiff  in  a  plea  of  justifi- 
cation,  in  an  action  ot slander  or  Wfel. 
The  pica  or  answer  must  state  specifi- 
cally the  offence  of  whioh  the  plaintiff 
is  alleged  to  have  been  gnilty,  giving 
time,  place  and  ciroumstances  {Bit- 
lings  agt.  Waller,  anU,  97). 

2.  In  an  action  of  divorce  for  adultery, 
the  defendant,  on  showing  the  court  a 
reasonable  prospect  of  establishing 
the  defence,  may  have  leave  to  amend 
or  file  a  supplemental  answer,  by  set- 
ting up  the  defence  ot  adultery  against 
the  plaintiff,  having  discovered  the 
fact  after  the  issues  in  the  cause  were 
first  joined  (Strong  agt.  Strong  ante, 
432).    . 

Bee  AsaxQNicBHT  fob  thr  bb«rfit 

OF  CEBDITOBg^  11,  12,  13. 


APPEAL. 

1.  The  oourt  has  the  power  to  direct  an 
entry  to  be  made  by  the  clerk  on  the 
docket  of  the  judgment  "secured  by 
appeal"  upon  such  terms  as  it  may 
deem  fit,  and  by  requiring  that  an  ad- 
ditional surety  be  given,  is  clearly 
within  the  provision  of  section  282  of 
the  Code  (Bergen  agt.  SteiDort,  ante, 
6. 

2.  Where,  on  the  trial,  a  fair  question 
is  presented  to  the  court  nnd  jury  or 
a  refereo,  upun  confiicling  evidence, 
whether  the  defendani  i.i  indebted  in 
the  amount  claimed  by  the  plaintiff, 
or  as  admitted  by  himself  in  a  certain 
sum  less  than  the  plaintiff  s  claim,, 
and  the  court  and  jury  or  referee  find 
the  indebtedness  to  be  the  amount 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff;,  the  conclu- 
sion upon  that  question  of  fact  is  not 
the  subject  of  review  in  this  court 
(Kerr  agt.  McGuire,  ante,  27). 

34 


530 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Digest. 


3.  In  this  oaae,  this  court  on  appeal  from 
a  judgment  of  th«  eoanty  court  con- 
taining a  case  and  exceptions,  in  an 
action  originating  in  a  justice's  cuurt, 
&«/</,  that  it  could  not  set  aside  the 
verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  was  against 
evidence — the  motion  for  a  new  trial 
on  that  ground  should  first  be  made  in 
the  county  court,  before  appealing  to 
this  court  (  Whii aey  agt.  IVelU,  antty 
150). 

4.  But  this  court  revBtfsd  the  judgment 
of  the  county  court,  and  granted  anew 
trial  In  that  court  for  an  error  in  th4 
chturge  qf  the  county  judge  (Id). 

5.  This  court  on  appeal  will  reverse  the 
decision  of  a  circuit  judge  setting  aside 
a  verdict  upon  his  minutes,  on  tbe  sole 
ground  that  it  is  against  evidence, 
where  they  think  it  is  not  so  decidedly 
against  the  weight  of  evidence  as  to 
authorise  the  judge  to  set  it  aside,  al- 
though if  the  vci^ict  had  been  for  the 
other  side  this  court  would  not  have 
disturbed  it  upon  the  evidence  (Oosr- 
ing  agt.  Russell,  ante,  151). 

6.  A  motion  may  be  made  at  special 
term  to  mod\fy  a  judgment,  after  final 
judgment  has  been  entered  (ButUr 
agt.  NUes,  ante,  181). 

7.  Tbe  order  modifying  snch  a  judg- 
ment is  not  appealable  to  the  general 
term  {Id). 

8.  A  notice  qf  appeal  from  a  judgment 
of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  under  section 
371  of  the  Code,  which  states  that 
**  the  judgment  is  for  too  much,"  is 
not  a  compliance  with  the  provisions 
of  this  section  so  as  to  allow  costs  to 
the  appellant  on  his  recovery  of  a  more 
favorable  judgment  in  the  appellate 
oonrt  (Barnard  agt.  Pierce,  ante, 
232). 

9.  If  the  respondent  should  offer  to  al- 
low the  judgment  to  be  corrected  in 
this  particular,  and  the  appellant 
should  accept  the  offer,  the  justice 
eonld  not  make  any  correction  of  the 
judgment.  (The  cases  qf  Fox  agt. 
HeUis,  25  How.  Pr,  A.  144;  Wynkoop 
agt.  Holbert,  Id.  158;  and  Forsyth 
agt.  Fergvtton,  27  Id.  67>  considered.) 
(id.) 

10.  Where  every  exctption  in  the  ease 
bean  on  matters  not  relating  to  the 
sole  issue  submitted  to  the  jury,  and 
evidenu  is  r^eeted  not  bearing  on  snch 
issue,  although  eompetent  for  other 

Eurposes,  the  exception  to  it  will  not 
«  (Murphy  agt.  Bolur,  ante,  251). 


11.  In  an  action  brought  by  ccerMtori 
for  the  construction  oX  the  will  of  the 
testator,  where  several  heirs  and  de- 
visees claiming  under  the  will  are 
made  defendants,  and  a  decree  or 
judgment  of  the  court  is  pronooneed 
allowing  the  claims  of  some  of  the  de- 
fendants as  against  tbe  others,  the 
latter  defendants  on  bringing  an  ap- 
peal from  the  judgment  in  order  to 
effect  their  appeal,  mnst  not  only  serve 
their  notice  of  appeal  and  other  papen 
upon  the  plaintiffs,  bnt  also  upon  the 
dtfendants  who  have  established  their 
claims  under  the  will,  as  these  de- 
fendants are  the  **  adverse  party,** 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Code 
(§  327).  (Cotes  agt.  CarroU,  ante, 
430.) 

12.  Where  such  advene  defendants  are 
not  served  with  notion  of  appeal,  Ae., 
tc  effeetnato  the  appeal  as  to  them, 
but  their  attorney  is  served  with  copies 
of  the  oase  and  notice  of  argument, 
on  bringing  the  appeal  to  a  hearing, 
the  attorney  thus  served,  may  on  mo- 
tion, have  the  cause  stricken  from  the 
calendar  aa^^pects  the  dcfenCuftts  he 

-  appears  for>  with  costs  (Id). 

13.  The  court  has  no  power  to  allow  an 
appeal  to  be  taken  after  the  time 
limited  in  the  Oode  for  bringing  an 
appeal.  Nor  has  it  any  power  to  ex- 
tend the  time  to  appeal.  And  seotioa 
327  of  the  Code  only  allows  an  amasd- 
ment,  where  notice  q^  appeal  shall 
have  been  given  in  good  faith,  Ae. ;  it 
applies  to  acts  other  than  the  servioe 
of  notice  of  appeal  (Ba].coii,  J.,  die- 
senting).    (Id.) 

14.  An  appeal  will  not  lie  to  the  eovri 
of  appeals  from  an  order  of  tbe  gene- 
ral term,  upon  questions  of  tbe  ad- 
justment and  t€UuUionqf  costs  (People 
exreL  Lumley  agt.  Lewis,  ante,  47«). 

15.  An  order  of  a  judge  appointing  a 
reuiver  is  not  appealable.  Neither  is 
the  order  of  a  judge  substituting  one 
receiver  in  place  of  another  appeal- 
able (Siney  agt.  N.  Y.  ConsoUdafd 
Stage  Co.  ante,  481). 

Ifi.  Under  section  121  of  the  Code,  the 
represerUatives  of  a  deceased  aoU  de- 
fwdant,  in  an  notion  after  Jndgmenl 
and  Dcnding  an  appeal  thereon,  have 
the  right  to  have  themselvea  made 

Sirties  to  the  appeal  (Sehmckardt  agt. 
emterf,  ante,  614). 
17.  In  an  action  for  specifte  performaaesb 
each  party  moved  for  an  order  direct- 
ing different  modes  of  effecting  a  eon* 
Tcyance  of  the  title  to  the  defendant 
One  motion  was  granted  at  speeial  tai% 
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and  th«  other  denied.  On  appeal, 
both  orders  were  reversed  at  general 
term.  No  appeal  lies  from  such  orders 
to  this  court,  they  not  making  a  de> 
termination  of  the  action  or  preventing 
a  judgment 'from  which  an  appeal 
eottld  be  taken  (Roome  agt.  PhiUios, 
27  N.  y.  11.367). 

18.  The  proceeding  to  vacate  an  assess- 
ment for  a  local  improvement  in  the 
city  of  Kew  York,  under  chapter  338 
of  1858,  though  conducted  oefore  a 
justice  of  the  supreme  court,  is  not  a 
special  proceeding,  in  the  iense  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure  (Matter  qf  Dodd, 
27  N.  Y.  R.  629). 

19.  The  order  made  by  the  jostice  in 
vacating  or  refusing  to  vacate  the 
assessment  is  final,  and  not  subject  to 
review  here  or  in  the  supreme  court 
(«). 

20.  Where  one  of  the  defendants  dies 
before  judgment,  the  action  cannot  bo 
revived  as  a  joint  one  against  the  sur- 
vivor and  the  personal  representatives 
of  the  deceased,  buts^ay,  it  seems, 
be  revived  as  separate  actions  (Union 
Rank  agt.  Mott,  27  N.  Y.  R,  833). 

21.  Where,  in  such  an  action,  a  motion 
to  revive,  made  with  notice  to  the 
representatives  of  the  deceased  party 
was  denied  as  to  him,  the  order  affects 
no  sabstantial  right  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  is  not  appealable  (Id). 

22.  An  order  of  the  Supreme  Court,  re- 
fusing permission  to  appeal  from  a 
judgment,  after  the  atatntory  time  for 
appealing  had  expired,  is  not  appeal- 
able to  this  court  (82U48  agt.  ButUr, 
27  i^.  Y.  R.  638). 

23.  After  notice  of  appeal  is  served  and 
the  proper  undertaking  perfected,  this 
eonrt  is  so  far  possessed  of  the  cause 
as  to  be  competent  to  make  any  neces- 
sary order;  e.  g.,  to  dismiss  the  ap- 
peal; although  the  return  of  the  sub- 
ordinate court  has  not  been  filed 
(Adamt  agt.  Fox,  VT N,  Y.  A.,  640). 

24.  From  an  order  for  judgment  on  de- 
murrer, unless  the  plaintiff  should 
amend,  no  appeal  lies.  The  ease  can- 
Dot  be  reviewed  until  final  judgment 
lias  been  entered  (Id). 

See  EviDKRCB,  2,  3,  4,  6,  6>  7. 
See  JnaiflDiCTiov,  1,  2- 
See  Stat  or  pRocBBDiiraf,  2. 
See  AoTioir  im  Bab,  1,  2. 
See  AasioRKEKT  fob  trb  Bbbbfit 
OF  Cbbditobi,  U,  12. 


ARBITRATION. 

1.  Pending  an  aotioni  the  partiet  sUpn- 
lated  to  aubmit  to  a  referee  such  items 
of  their  mntnal  accounts  as  they  shonld 
not  agree  upon :  the  referee  not  to  be 
bound  by  legal  rules  of  evidence,  but 
satisfy  himself  as  to  the  justice  of  the 
claims,  his  decision  thereupon  to  be 
final  and  not  appealable:  any  aums 
allowed  by  him  to  be  added  to  or 
deducted  from  the  balance  upon  the 
items  agreed  upon  by  the  parties: 
judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  balance 
ascertained.  Until  such  judgment 
the  stipulation  was  not  to  interfere 
with  the  proceedings  in  the  suit,  and 
if  judgment  should  be  obtained  in  the 
suit  while  the  proceedings  under  the 
stipulation  were  pending,  the  stipula- 
tion should  be  of  no  effect.  The 
stipulation  by  its  terms  was  not  to  be 
an  arbitration,  and  no  admission  made 
by  either  party  in  the  proceedings 
was  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  *<  if 
this  effort'to  compromise  shall  fail." 
Held,  that  this  was  a  conditional  sub- 
mission to  arbitration,  and  that  after 
an  award,  no  other  proceedings  having 
been  had  in  the  snit,  the  power  of  the 
arbitrator  could  not  be  revoked  so  as 
to  prevent  judgment  (Merritt  agt. 
Tkompeon,  27  N.  Y.  R.  226). 

2.  The  award  is  equivalent  to  a  speeial 
verdict  upon  distinct  issues  in  relation 
to  the  claims  submitted,  and  the  eonrt 
may  render  judgment  upon  all  the 
facts,  as  well  those  reported  by  the 
arbitrator  as  others  established  by  the 
admissions  in  the  pleadings  (Xi). 


ARREST. 

1.  Where  a  giMircftan  received  Trom  his 
ward  a  general  power  of  attomeyf 
executed  soon  after  the  latter  arrives 
at  his  minority,  and  under  such  power 
takes  possession  of  the  funds  of  the 
ward  and  appropriates  them  to  his  own 
use,  be  is  liable  to  arreet  for  not  pay- 
ing over  such  funds  when  legally  called 
upon,  notwithstanding  such  guardian 
produces  a  letter  from  his  ward  written 
after  he  became  of  lawful  age,  but 
previous  to  the  execution  of  the  power 
of  attorney,  in  which  he  says,  *'  if 
yon  want  to  nse  any  yon  are  at  liberty 
to  do  so"  (Wheelock ngi.  Stewart, 
ante,  80). 

2.  The  power  of  attorney  did  not  confer 
the  right  to  nse  the  money,  and  the 
defendant  was  precluded  from  claim- 
ing it  under  the  terms  of  the  previous 
letter,  as  the  power  of  attorney  had 
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mpeneded  the  letter.  Besides,  such 
oontracts  between  a  former  guardian 
i^id  his  ward>  theogh  made  after  the 
latter  beoomes  of  lawful  ago>  securing 
a  benefit  to  the  former,  are  suspicions, 
and  are  to  be  closely  sorutinisedy  and 
geoomlly  disregarded  by  the  courts 
(Id). 
S.  The  release  of  a  defendant  from  arrest 
by  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney, does  not  per  9$,  operate  as  a  dis- 
cbarge of  the  order  of  arrest.  And 
the  defendant  is  thereafter  liable  to 
arrest  on ^nal  process  where  the  judg- 
ment warrants  it  (AfescAagt.  Loomis, 
ante,  209). 

4.  Jt  Beenu  that  if  the  order  of  arrest 
had  been  vacated,  the  defendant  could 
not  again  be  arrested  upon  final  pro- 
cess {Id), 

5.  If  proceee,  by  Tirtne  of  which  a  de- 
fendant it  arrested  and  imprisoned  is 
void,  an  action  against  the  sheriflf  for 
his  steape  cannot  DC  supported  {Car- 
penter agt.  IVilMt,  ante,  225). 

8.  Justices  of  the  district  courts  in  the 
city  of  New  York  have  no  authority  to 
issue  execution  against  the  person,  upon 
being  satisfied  by  eridenoe  after  Juclg' 
ment,  nnd  ex  parte,  that  the  case  is 
one  for  the  arrest  and  imprisonment 
of  the  defendant.  An  execution  issued 
in  such  a  manner  is  void  (Id). 

7.  A  justice  in  these  oourto  must  adjudge 
that  the  cose  is  one  in  which  the  party 
is  subject  to  arrest,  and  the  right  to 
arrest  must  he  stated  in  the  judgment, 
and  form  a  part  thereof.  This  is  a 
part  of  bis  judicial  labor  and  duty. 
It  is  a  limitation  of  juri^diolion,  and 
not  a  statutory  direction  to  the  officers 
of  the  court.  After  judgment  the  jus- 
tice has  no  jurisdiction ;  he  is  fundus 
qjficio  {Id). 

8.  Neither  have  the  district  courts  any 
power  to  amend  their  judgments.  They 
can  do  nothing  requiring  the  exercise 
of  discretion.  Having  rendered  Judg- 
ment, they  are  from  that  time  mere 
ministerial  officers  (Id), 

9.  Where  a  defendant  in  moving  to  dis- 
charge an  order  of  arrest,  predicates 
his  motion  on  the  plaintiff  s  qffidaints, 
and  to  which  he  presents  a  response, 
he  waives  his  right  to  object  that  the 
plaintiflf  s  affidavits  are  entitled  in  the 
cause  {City  Bank  ngi.  LunUey,  ante, 
397). 

10.  The  arrest  of  a  person  here  in  a  civil 
action,  fur  fraudulent  representations 
in  the  purchase  of  property  in  n  foreign 
country,  of  a  foreign  creditor^  will  be 


held  good,  where  such  property  or  its 
proceeds  are  brought  here  by  him, 
although  he  could  not  hare  been  ar- 
rested for  such  acts  in  that  country. 
The  lex  fori  and  not  the  lex  io0  go?- 
erns  in  such  cases  {Id), 

11.  Affidavits  to  procure  an  order  of  ar- 
rest stating  the  ma'crial  facte  upon 
information  and  belief  are  Bufficient, 
where  thc^  state  the  sources  from 
which  the  information  is  derived,  and 
the  places  of  residence  of  the  inform- 
ants at  such  distance  that  it  would  be 
impracticable  to  procure  their  sworn 
statements  in  season  to  make  a  suc- 
cessful arrest.  Especially  where  they 
contain  positive  and  truthful  state- 
ments enough  to  make  out  a  prima 
facie  case  for  arrest  {Id.) 

13.  Where  the  evidence  produced  for  aa 
order  of  arrest  is  satisfactory  that  the 
large  credit  a  debtor  enjoyed  jast  pre- 
vious to  his  sudden  failure,  was  used 
fraudulently  to  obtain  a  large  amoont 
of  property,  the  fruits  of  which  he 
might  eqjoy  to  the  detriment  of  bis 
oreditors,  an  order  of  arrest  shoald  be 
granted  by  the  judge  and  retained  by 
the  court  {Id). 


ASSIGNMENT. 

1.  A  verbal  assignment  of  a  demand 
arising  on  contmet,  to  the  defendant 
agaimst  the  plaintiff,  before  mit 
brought,  in  these  words,  **  1  aesign 
this  claim  over  to  yon  if  there  is  any 
difficulty,"  is  not  good  ss  a  set-ajf 
or  counter-claim  {Arnold  agt.  Johns- 
ton, ante,  249). 

2.  A  promise  by  the  defendants  to  held 
the  proceeds  of  certain  goods  for  the 
benefit  of  the  plaintiffs,  aoes  not  give 
the  plaintiffs  a  specific  Hen  on  the 
goods  themselves.  And  if  the  defend- 
ants, instead  of  selling  the  goods  for 
cash  and  remitting  the  prooe^to  the 
plaintiffs,  appropriated  them  to  the 
payment  of  their  debts,  the  plaintift 
would  have  no  more  right  to  follow 
them  into  the  possession  of  the  oredi- 
tors, than  they  would  hare  to  follow 
the  proceeds  in  case  the  defendants 
sold  the  goods  for  cash  and  appropri- 
ated the  money  to  the  payment  of  the 
same  debts.  In  either  case  it  is  alike 
merely  a  violation  of  a  promise,  for 
which  they  are  personally  responsible 
to  the  plaintiffs  {Qibson  agt.  Stoasj 
ante,  468). 

3.  In  order  to  constitute  an  equitable 
assignment  of  the  goods  to  the  plain- 
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tiff*,  tbey  miut  sbow  an  inUiU  on  the 
psrt  of  the  defendanta  to  surrender 
ail  control  orer  the  goods  {Id), 

Bee  ExKciTTOBS  and  Adkinistra- 
TORS,  1,  2. 

See  Cbeoitob'b  Svn,  5,  6. 

^ASSIGNMENT  FOR  THB   BENEFIT 
OF  CREPITORS. 

1.  An  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  cre- 
ditors tnade  hj  a  partnership  firm,  a 
part  of  whom  are  absent  from  the 
state,  cannot  be  supported  unless  due 
anthority  for  its  execution  by  the  ab- 
sent members,  or  its  subseqaont  rati- 
4cation  by  them  is  proven  {Cookt  agt. 
Bowlee,  ante,  10). 

2.  A  general  assignment  for  the  hen^ 
itf  creditors,  is  suoh  an  aeknowledg' 
nient  or  promise  in  toriting  by  the  as- 
signor, as  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Code,  talces  a  note  of  the  assignor,  the 
payment  of  which  is  provided  for  in 
the  assignment,  out  of  the  operation 
of  the  stattUe  qf  limitations  {Trustees 
^/KohnBtummugi. Fatter,  ante,  273) . 

8.  Mere  hindrance  and  delay  is  no  objec- 
tion to  an  assignment  for  the  bett^ 
of  creditors.  But  if  the  primary  and 
eontrolling  purpose  is  to  hinder  and 
delay,  then  the  statute  is  violated, 
and  this  may  be  the  result  even  where 
the  moral  intention  of  the  di^btor  is 
honest  (Eyre  agt.  Beebe,  ante,  33S). 

4.  Where  debtors  stop  payment  and 
elOse  their  business  in  consequence  of 
a  wide  spread  revulsion  in  trade,  con- 
fident that  with  their  assets  they  can 
pay  all  their  debts,  and  do  not  then 
consider  it  necessary  to  malce  a  general 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  their 
ereditora ;  their  assignment  qf  a  por- 
tion of  [heir  assets  to  a  person  for  the 
avowed  purpose  of  preserving  it  for 
their  oreditors  at  large,  and  to  prevent 
any  unequal  advantage  to  creditors  in 
other  statos,  does  not  diselose  any 
fraudulent  intent  in  relation  to  their 
general  assignment,  executed  nearly 
three  months  lator  (li). 

6.  It  is  not  every  kind  of  interference 
by  an  assignor  with  the  property  of 
the  trust,  that  indicates  a  fraudulent 
intotitat  the  execution  of  the  assign- 
ment. Any  suggestion  offered  by  him 
which  may  be  useful  to  the  trustee,  to 
tbe  end  that  his  property  may  go  as 
far  as  possible  in  the  payment  of  his 
debts  and  the  satisfaction  of  his  credi- 

-  tors,  is  the  exercise  of  his  moral  inte- 
'Yettin  the  dKspositi^n  of  his  pr<4»erty 
which  is  justifiable  {Id). 


6.  Where  a  general  aasignmeot  for  the 
benefit  of  oreditors  provides  <<  tiiat  the 
assignee  shall  retain,  pay  and  disburse 
all  the  just  and  reasonable  expeneesy 
costs,  charges  and  commissions  of  exe* 
euting  and  carrying  into  eifcet  tbe  as- 
signment, including  a  Jttff,  reasonable 
and  lawful  compensation  for  his  oien 
services  as  such  trustee  :'>  Such  pro- 
vision does  not  invalidate  the  assign- 
ment (Id). 

7.  Where  an  assignment  eonveys  to  tbe 
assignee  the  partnership  and  the  indi- 
vidual property  of  the  assignors,  with 
a  direction  to  pay  taxes,  asaessments, 
Ac,  to  become  due  on  the  separate 
real  property^  such  direction  is  not  to 
be  construed  that  such  payments  are 
to  be  made  from  iko  partnershipjundsn 

(Id). 

8.  A  provision  in  such  assignment  that 
after  payment  of  tbe  partnership 
debts,  the  assignee  shall  pay  all  the 
private  and  inditndual  debt*  qf  each 
assignor,  is  not  an  illegal  provision. 
Even  if  it  appeared  in  the  assignment 
that  each  assignor  was  individually 
insolvent,  and  that  the  property  as- 
signed by  each  was  unequal  in  vatuSf 
and  the  debts  of  each  unequal  in  prO' 
portion*  still  the  presumption  is  that 
the  assignee  would  do  his  duty  and  not 
pay  the  private  debts  of  one  partner 
with  the  property  of  the  other,  in  the 
absence  of  any  express  provision  to 
that  eflTeet  in  tL^e  assignment  {Id). 

9.  An  assignment  for  the  benefit  qf  cre- 
ditors, which  authorises  the  assignees 
*<  to  pay  off  all  the  debts  due  and 
owing  by  the  said  firm  of  Cochran  A 
Pollooic  (the  assignors),  or  the  late 
firm  of  Abbott,  Pollocic  A  Cochran,  or 
either  of  the  members  of  said  firms  to 
Cornelius  Fiske  "  (one  of  the  assign- 
ees) ,  ie  fraudulent  and  void  on  its  fate, 
as  against  the  creditors  of  the  assign- 
ors {Lester  agt.  Abbott,  ante,  486). 

10.  It  is  not  material  whether  either  of 
the  assignors  was  or  was  not  indivi- 
dually indebted  to  the  assignee  Fiske, 
at  the  time  the  assignment  was  made, 
for  the  assignment  assumes  that  they 
were  so  indebted,  and  in  effect  directs 
him  to  be  paid,  without  specifying  any 
sum  of  indebtedness,  and  that  too,  in 
preference  to  the  creditors  of  the  firm 
or  either  of  them,  if  the  assignees  so 
elect  {Id.) 

11.  A  creditor  who,  with  knowledge  of 
an  assignment  by  his  debtor  fraudu- 
lent in  law,  upon  ite  faoe,  enters  into 
an  agreement  with  his  debtor  and  the 
trustees  named  in  the  assignment  for 
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the  management  of  the  trost  property 
and  the  distribntion  of  its  proeeeds  in 
aeeordanee  with  the  terma  of  the  as- 
■ignment — the  performanee  of  snoh 
agreement  having  been  entered  upon 
•~is  preelnded  from  impeaehing  the 
aasignment  for  ineh  patent  defeet 
(RapaU$  agt.  Sttwart,  27  N.  Y.  R. 
SLO). 

12.  Snch  agreement  eonstitntes  a  good 
defenoe,  and  as  such  new  matter  is 
not  arailable  without  being  pleaded, 
an  intermediate  order  striking  it  oat 
of  the  answer  inTolres  the  merits,  and 
is  roTiewable  upon  an  appeal  from  the 
final  jadgment  in  the  aotion  (Id), 

18.  A  provision  that  the  trnst  property 
**be  oonverted  into  oash,  or  otherwise 
disposed  of  to  the  host  advantage  "  bj 
the  assignee,  m  authority  to  s«*ll  on 
oredit,  and  avoids  the  assignment  (Id), 

Bee  Attach MKNT,  6j  7. 
Bee  lNJuxoTxoir>  4. 

ASSIGNMENT  OF  OOUNSEL. 

1.  Where  counsel  art  asiignsd  ^  the 
court  to  defend  a  prisoner  on  the  trial 
of  an  indiotment,  even  against  their 
express  desire,  there  is  no  oonstitn- 
tional  or  statutory  provision  of  this 
state  which  recognises  the  claim  of 
the  counsel  for  such  services,  by  which 
they  may  be  charged  against  the 
couTUy,  and  audited  and  paid  by  the 
board  of  supervisors  (People  agt.  The 
SupervisorM  qf  Albany f  ante,  22). 

S.  Upon  the  principles  established  by 
the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  this  state, 
to  charge  a  county  with  a  claim  for 
services  rendered  or  expenses  incurred, 
there  must  be  some  statutory  authority 
authorising  the  same  to  be  rendered 
or  incurred,  or  directing  the  payment 
thereof,  before  the  brntrd  of  snper- 
visors  can  be  compelled  by  mandamus 
to  audit  such  claim  (Id). 

ATTACHMENT. 

1 .  Before  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  autho- 
rised to  proceed  with  the  action  in 
which  an  attachment  has  been  issued, 
it  is  necessary  that  he  should  have 
the  office's  return  to  the  attachment, 
showing  a  service  of  it  in  the  manner 
provided  for  by  the  statute.  It  is  the 
only  manner  in  which  the  justice  can 
acquire  Jiiristftc/ioA.  The  return  of 
the  officer  is  the  evidence  to  be  fur- 
nished to  the  justice  that  the  statute 
has  been  complied  with  (WiUtama 
agt.  Burnaman,  ante,  60). 


2.  Where  the  defendant  has  had  no  yer- 
sonal  notice  of  the  suit,  by  the  aerviea 
of  the  attachment  upon  him,  it  if 
vitally  important  that  the  different 
steps  prescribed  by  the  statute  ahonld 
be  accurately  followed  (Id). 

3.  Where  the  return  of  the  oonatable 
stated  "that  a  copy  of  the  attach- 
ment was  left  with  Bamaman's  (de- 
fendant's) wife,  at  Mar  tins  villa,  as 
defendant  cannot  be  found  in  this 
county,"  without  an  inventory,  or 
any  statement  that  the  property  had 
been  seised  under  it :  Hefd,  that  the 
return  was  so  fatally  defective,  as  not 
to  afford  any  protection  to  the  plaintiff 
in  the  sale  he  afterwards  made  of  the 
property  under  an  execution  upon  the 
judgment  recovered  in  that  suit  (Id), 

4.  On  the  settlement  or  withdrawal  of 
proceedings  on  attachment  isened  un- 
der the  Code,  the  sher^fiB  entitled  to 
an  amount  at  the  rate  of  poundage  on 
the  levy  of  an  execution  (MulUr  agjt» 
Souther,  ante,  87). 

5.  Where  a  plaintiff  files  a  notice  of  K$ 
pendens,  in  an  attachment  sait  affect- 
ing real  estate,  it  is  improper  to  in- 
clude therein  any  real  property  which 
the  sheriff  has  not  levied  upon  under 
the  attachment.  And  where  such  a 
notice  includes  other  premises  than 
those  levied  upon,  it  will  be  held  in- 
operative as  to  snch  additional  pre- 
mises (Fitgerald  agt.  Blako,  ante, 
110).* 

6.  It  must  now  be  considered  as  settled 
by  the  court  of  appeals  in  Rinckey 
agt.  Stryksr  (2fi  How.  P.  H.  75), 
that  the  title  of  a  sheriff  to  property 
seised  under  an  attachment  may  be 
maintained  against  any  action  brought 
by  the  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  cre- 
ditors of  the  defendant  in  the  attach- 
ment suit,  notwithstanding  that  no 
judgment  has  been  recovered  in  the 
attachment  suit  (KeUy  agt.  Lane, 
ante,  128). 

7.  Under  section  232  of  the  Code,  a 
sheriff  holding  an  execution  on  a  judg- 
ment in  an  attachment  suit  unsatis- 
fied, may  maintain  an  aeUon  in  his 
own  name  as  sheriff,  to  set  aside  as 
fraudulent  and  void  an  assignment  of 
the  judgment  debtor's  property,  which 
has  been  converted  into  money  by  the 
assignees  and  deposited  with  a  bank- 
ing company  so  as  to  create  the  rela- 
tion of  debtor  and  creditor  between 
the  assignees  and  the  company  (Suth- 
KRLAND,  J.,  dissenting).    (Id,) 

8.  The  lion  acquired  by  the  levy  of  aa 
attachment  under  the  Oode»  «M»  a* 
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tkatttiM  alleged  to  hare  been  firaiid- 
aleotlj  usigned,  will  not  oAmm  autho- 
rise an  action  to  let  aaide  the  assign - 
mont  as  frandnlent,  'either  before  or 
after  judgment  in  the  attaehment 
suit  {Mechai^ea*  and  Tradtr9*  Bank 
agt.  DaJnn,  anU^  502). 

9.  One  sued  for  seising  goods  under  an 
attachment  maj  defend  by  proring 
that  a  prior  sale  by  the  defendant  in 
the  attachment  to  the  claimant  was 
made  in  fraud  of  creditors  {HaU  agt. 
Stryker,  27  N,  Y,  R.  6»6). 

10.  In  the  aflidaTit  to  procure  the  at- 
tachment, it  is  a  sttffloient  statement 
of  the  applicant's  title  that  he  is  the 
owner  of  the  demand  against  the 
debtor,  <<  under  assignment  to  F.  H.," 
an  assignee  of  the  original  creditor 
(Id). 

11.  Whether  the  plaintiff  in  the  action 
for  seising  the  goods  is  at  liberty  to 
controvert  the  indebtedness  of  the  de- 
fendant in  the  attachment  suit  to  the 
plaintiff  therein,  quare  (Id), 

12.  It  seems  that,  as  against  third  per- 
sons, the  affidavits  on  which  the  at- 
taehment iisued,  if  sufficient  to  give 
jurisdiction  to  the  officer  granting  it, 
establitth  the  character  of  the  plain- 
tiff therein  as  a  creditor,  and  that  it 
lies  upon  a  claimant  of  the  goods  to 
establish  the  validity  of  the  transfer 
to  himself  (Id). 


ATTORNETS. 

1.  A  reuiver  appointed  by  the  court  In 
an  action,  can  apply  to  the  court  ex 
parte  for  instructions  respecting  the 
management  of  the  estate  confided  to 
his  care;  but  the  better  course  is  to 
give  notice  to  those  interested  in  tbo 
estate  (Smith  ngi.  N,  Y»  Consolidated 
Stage  Co.  ante,  377). 

2.  On  such  an  application  there  seems  to 
be  no  valid  objection  that  the  attoT' 
ney  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  action, 
appear  as  attomev  and  counsel  for  the 
receirer  having  charge  of  the  defend- 
ant 8  estate.  It  is  only  when  the  re- 
ceiver is  acting  adversely  to  one  of  the 
parties,  that  it  has  ever  been  supposed 
there  was  any  impropriety  in  employ- 
ing the  counsel  of  the  other  (Id') 

See  AssianMBiTT  or  Gouhsxi.,  1,  2. 


BAILOR  k  BAILEE. 

1.  Hie  bailee  of  money  deposited  with 
Urn  under  a  written  agraement  be- 


tween A  and  B  that  it  should  be  paid 
over  to  B  upon  a  third  person,  C,  ex- 
pressing his  satisfaction  with  oertain 
documents,  cannot  defend  an  aotion 
for  the  deposit  by  B,  on  the  ground 
that  C,  who  waived  the  performanee 
of  the  condition,  was  the  mere  agent 
of  another  person  and  had  no  interest 
in  the  matter  of  the  agreement  or  in 
the  jnoney,  and  that  such  waiver  was 
fraudulently  made  to  enable  B  to  ob- 
tain money  to  wLieh  he  was  not  enti- 
tled (Jlfcir*y  agt.  Draper,  21 N.  Y.  R. 
256). 

2.  The  way  for  the  bailee  to  protect  tha 
interest  of  the  real  principal  is  to  bring 
an  aetion  of  interpleader,  or,  after  an 
aotion  has  been  commenced  against 
himself,  to  apply  to  have  the  principal 
substituted  in  his  place  as  defendaaty 
under  §  122  of  the  Code  (Id). 

BANKS. 

1.  Where  a  hank  takes  stock  from  aa 
individual  as  collateral  security  to  tha 
payment  of  his  promissory  note,  and 
then  sells  the  stock,  and  subsequently 
on  tbe  expiration  of  their  obarter^ 
they  assign  all  their  property  and  as- 
sets for  a  valuable  consideration,  to  a 
new  and  distant  bank  formed  under 
another  law,  the  latter  assuming  spe- 
cifically certain  debts  and  liabilities  aa 
a  part  of  such  consideration ;  the  owner 
of  the  stock  eannot  maintain  an  aclioa 
against  the  latter  bank  for  the  raloe 
of  the  stock  on  tendering  the  amount 
of  the  note,  where  there  is  no  proof 
that  the  latter  bank  ever  reeeived  any 
amount  sufficient  to  pay  the  claim,  or 
any  other  claims  against  the  old  bank 
(Hqfftnan  agt.  Van  Nostrond  antSf. 
116). 

2.  Proposals  for  a  contract,  requiring  as 
security  the  certificate  of  a  bank  that 
it  holds  a  deposit  of  $4,000  « in  cash," 
are  satisfied  by  a  certificate  of  the  da- 
posit  of  $4,000,  without  further  speci- 
fication (People  agt.  The  Contracting 
Board,  27  N.  Y.R.,  S78). 

3.  The  act  to  enforce  the  liability  of 
stockholders  in  banking  corporationa 
(ch.  224  of  1849)  subjects  each  stock- 
bolder  to  a  several  liability  for  a  rata- 
ble share  of  the  debts  in  proportion  to 
the  whole  capital  stock  and  the  whola 
indebtedness  of  the  bank,  without  re- 
ference to  the  solvency  of  any  other 
stockholder  (Matter  qf  the  HoUistsr 
Bank,  27  N.  Y,  R.  SOS). 

4.  When  one  assessment  has  been  mada 
upon  the  stockholders  for  their  respea- 
tivo  shares  of  the  liabiUUwi  of  tha 
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tank,  and  haft  be«n  «miriiied,  Mid  it 
Mmaiiw  in  foroo,  no  MoeiHi  mmbs- 
flMDt  can  bo  nuule  to  tfapply  a  d«fi- 
«ienoj  reaalling  from  iho  ioabiliiy  to 
oolleot  tho  aumi  assosaod  on  insolvent 
■(oekholdon(/d). 

'5.  Tho  aot  of  Gongren  iMUSod  Fobniary 
26, 1862  (ch.  3.3),  making  oortafn  troa- 
M117  notoa  of  the  United  States  a  legal 
tender  in  payment  of  debts  between 
private  persons,  is  oonstitntional  and 
valid  (metropolitan  Bank  agt.  Van 
Dyeky  27  N,  F.  «.  400)* 

0.  The  power  to  borrow  money  on  the 
credit  of  the  United  States  eartiea  with 
it,  it  seems,  the  power  to  attach  the 
qaalfty  of  a  legal  tender  to  the  notes 
Issued,  when,  in  the  judgment  of  Oon- 
gress  it  is  neeessary  to  make  them 
vffeetnal  for  the  parposo  of  borrowing 

7.  The  validity  of  this  provision,  as  an 
eiereise  by  Congress  of  the  power  to 
regulate  oommeroe,  discussed  and 
maintained  by  MARvrw,  J.  {Id). 

B.  The  provision  of  the  Constitution  of 
this  State  (art.  8,  §  6),  that  the  legis- 
lature shall  require  the  redemption  in 
specie  of  all  bills  and  notes  put  in  cir- 
oulation  as  money,  is  not  self«execut- 
ing,  so  that  the  refusal  of  a  bank  to 
redeem  its  bills  in  specie  authorises 
the  Bank  Superintendent  to  sell  the 
securities  deposited  with  him  {Id) . 

9.  Until  the  legislature  shall  require  the 
redemption  of  bank  bills  in  specie,  an 
offer  to  pay  in  treasury  notes  made  a 
legal  tender  by  act  of  Congress  is  suffi- 
oiont  under  the  general  banking  law 
(oh.  260  of  1838,  §  4),  which  only  au- 
thorises a  sale  of  the  securities  upon 
default  in  paying  such  bills  in  <<  law- 
ful money  of  the  United  States  "  {Id), 

See  Taxbs  and  Abbbssmbnts,  5,  6. 


BILLS  OP  EXCHANGE  AND   PRO- 
MISSORY NOTES. 

1.  The  giving  of  the  promU$ory  noU  of 
the  purchaser  of  personal  property  for 
over  $50,  to  the  vendor  for  the  pur- 
chase price  thereof,  is  not  a  payment 
within  the  statute  of  frauds,  so  as 
to  pass  the  title  to  the  property  to 
the  purchaser  ( Ire/atki  agt.  Johnton, 
ante,  463). 

^  The  holders  of  a  promissory  note* 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
the  indoreer,  procured  a  third  person 
to  subscribe  it  for  the  purpose  of  add- 
ing to  their  security.  The  subscription 
ivas  the  same  in  form  as  if  he  had  been 


an  original  -maker.  This  is  not  saoh 
an  alteration  as  to  vitiate  tho  noto  or 
disobarge  the  indorsor  (tfcCa»&cyagt. 
SmUh,  27  N.  Y,  R.  39). 

3.  A  single  seal  appended  to  a  notaT7'S 
eerlifieate  of  protest  is  a  suffioient 
anthcDtication  of  bis  oertilleato  be- 
neath the  seal,  and  on  the  same  page, 
of  the  service  of  notice  of  non-pay- 
ment {Olcott  agt.  Tioga  Railroad 
Company,  2TN.  Y.  R.  ^6). 

4.  If  a  bill  of  exchange,  payable  in  a 
specified  length  of  time  after  date  or 
on  a  day  certain,  be  presented  for 
acceptance  on  the  day  it  is  dae,  and  if 
acceptance  be  then  refused,  no  further 
demand  of  payment  is  necesaarr  to 
charge  the  drawer  or  indorser  (Piaio 
agt.  Reynold*,  27  N.  Y.  R.  586). 

BILLS  OF  PARTICULARS. 

1.  A  Itill  of  particulare  in  an  action  for 
an  indebtedness,  should  state  the  items 
of  the  demand,  .and  when  and  how  it 
arose,  and  the  sums  claimed  (Jforaa 
agt.  Morriesey,  ante,  100). 

2.  Assuming  the  court  to  hare  the  power 
to  order  a  bill  of  partieukant  after  the 
issues  in  the  cause  have  been  referred 
to  a  referee  to  hear  and  determine,  it 
will  not  be  exercised  to  interrupt  a 
trial  actually  proceeding  before  him 
(  Cadncell  agt.  Oood€no»gh,  anU,  479). 

CALENDAR. 

1 .  By  section  807  of  the  Code  tho  term 
fees  ($10)  of  causes  noticed  and  put 
upon  the  calendsr  of  the  oourt  of  ap- 
peals for  arffoment,  are  limited  to  five 
terms  {FulUrton  agt.  YialL  ante, 
224). 

2.  Motions  to  correct  the  calendar  nx 
the  circuit,  should  be  made  on  the 
first  day  qf  the  circuit,  which  general- 
ly occurs  on  Monday.  It  is  too  late  to 
make  such  motions  on  Tbnraday  of  the 
first  week  of  the  circuit  {Anonymous, 
ante,  394). 

3.  Another  decision  that  no  more  than 
Jive  term  fe^  for  noticing  and  puttin;; 
a  cause  on  the  calendar  of  the  court 
qf  appeals,  can  be  allowed  and  taxed 
{Richmond  agt.  Sherman,  ante,  491). 

CAUSE  OP  ACTION. 

1.  An  action  by  a  shareholder  qf  on 
unincorporated  joint  stock  companff 
against  a  defendant  as  tho  president 
and  treasurer  of  the  company,  to  com* 
pel  an  accounting  of  the  whole  pio- 
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perty,  and  an  investigfttion  into  its 
-whole  affairs  and  bnsiness,  cannot  bo 
sustained  without  making  all  the 
shareholders  parties;  or  unless  oom- 
ttenoed  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  benefit 
of  nil  others  standing  in  the  same  sitn- 
ation,  es  well  as  for  himself  ( IVarth 
agt.  Radde,  arUc,  230). 

2.  A  canKO  of  action  against  a  defendant, 
under  a  contract  made  by  him  indivi« 
dually,  for  a  specific  sum  of  money, 
cannot  be  joined  with  a  cause  of  action 
against  him  as  the  president  or  trustee 
of  an  association  (Id) . 

8.  Neither  can  the  claim  against  the  de- 
fendant alone,  be  united  with  causes 
of  action  against  him  and  others  joint- 
ly. The  causes  of  action  must  not 
only  all  belong  to  one  of  the  enume- 
rated classes  under  section  107,  but  all 
must  affect  all  the  parties  to  it  (Id) 

4.  A  complaint,  charging  that  the  de- 
fendants had  fraudulently  overdrawn 
money  from  the  plaintiff,  a  bank,  and 
demanding  judgment  for  the  amount 
of  the  overdraft,  and  for  execution 
against  the  bodies  as  well  as  property 
of  the  defendants,  is,  H  seems,  to  be 
regarded  as  founded  in  tort  (Union 
Bank  agt.  MoU,  27  N.  Y,  R,  633). 

See  Cbbditob's  Smr,  4. 


CLAIM  AND  DEUVERT. 

1.  In  an  action  of  replevin  for  the 
wrongful  detention  of  goods  sold  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  purchaser  (the 
credit  unexpired),  the  action  proceeds 
in  dut^rmanee  of  the  contract  under 
which  the  goods  were  purchased ;  and 
the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  show  a  justi- 
fiable reason  for  repudiating  the  con- 
tract before  he  can  recover  in  the  ac- 
tion. Such  a  reason  is  shown  where 
fraudulent  misrepresentations  of  the 
purchaser's  solvency  at  the  time  the 
purchase  was  made,  are  clearly  proved 
(  White  agt.  Dodd8,  aiUe,  197). 

S.  No  distinct  act  of  disafiSrmance  of  such 
a  contract  beyond  claiming  the  pro- 
perty, has  ever  been  held  to  be  neces- 
sary as  against  the  wrong-doer.  But 
In  base  any  money  or  property  has 
been  received  under  the  contract,  the 
law  requires  that  such  money  or  pro- 
perty must  be  restored  before  the  dis- 
aflrmance  can  become  effectual .  A  nd 
ihls  restoration  it  is  not  necessary 
should  be  ukade  before  suit  brought; 
It  may  be  made  at  the  trial  (Id,) 

8.  If  a  person  obtains  possession  of  goods 
Ify  firrad,  ih«  act  It  wroDgf  al  and  #on- 


fsn  no  title.  No  notice  is  necessary 
to  the  ofibnder,  and  no  demand  need 
be  made  on  him  (Id)» 

4.  As  against  the  general  assignee  of 
the  wrong-doer,  who  obtains  possession 
of  the  goods  peaceably,  by  manual  de- 
llTcry  from  the  wrong-doer,  although 
a  demand  of  the  property  before  suit 
brought  may  be  necessary,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  aocompany  or  precede  that 
demand  by  a  declaration  of  disaffirm- 
ance of  the  contract,  and  that  such  dis- 
affirmance is  on  the  ground  of  fraud 
perpetrated  by  the  assignor  in  making 
the  original  purchase  (Id). 

5.  There  is  no  legal  obligation  on  the 
true  owner  of  the  goods  to  disclose  the 
source  or  the  particulars  of  his  title. 
This  is  as  in  other  cases  developed  at 
the  trial  (Id). 

6.  Tile  decision  in  Allen  t.  Crary  (10 
Wend.  349),  that  replevin  lies  by  the 
owner  of  chattels  against  one  who  had 
no  possession  or  connection  therewith 
other  than  to  direct  a  sheriff  to  levy 
an  execution  in  his  favor  upon  them, 
approved  and  affirmed  (Knapp  agt. 
SmUh,  27  N.  Y.  R,  277). 

See  Shkrift,  ll>  12. 

See  Attachmbnt,  9, 10,  11, 12. 

COMMON  CARRIERS. 


1.  It  must  now  be  considered  as  settled 
in  this  state  that  common  carriers  may 
limit  their  liabilitv  for  negligence  in 
almost  any  respect  by  express  contract,^ 
for  such  con«deration  as  will  be  satis- 
factory to  the  passenger  or  freighter, 
and  that  such  contracts  are  not  against 
public  policy  (Lee  agt.  Marsh,  ante, 

2.  Where  a  common  carrier  is  not  liable 
for  the  effects  of  an  accident  by  which 
a  part  of  his  freight  of  live  animals 
have  been  killed,  he  is  not  liable  for 
the  delivery  qf  the  dead  animals, 
where  his  contract  is  to  deliver  them 
aliv'e  (Id). 

COMPLAINT. 

1.  The  plaintiff  has  aright  to  amend  his 
complaint  of  course,  and  without  costs, 
changing  the  place  of  trial,  after  the 
service  of  the  answer  (Stryker  agt. 
The  N.  Y.  Exchange  Bank,  ante,  20). 

2.  In  an  action  for  money  alleged  to 
have  been  lost  by  the  plaintiff  at  play, 
a  eomplaint  similar  to  a  declaration  in 
indtlbUat^u  aesvmpsit,  under  the  for- 
Dtar  piKOtiot  ii  BOt  fuifioiont.    Tha 
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oomplaint  most  b«  tpuial ;  ihe  pUin- 
tiff  mnnt  set  out  the  fnota  and  bring 
hinuelf  within  the  statute  by  foroe  of 
which  he  olaima  to  reoover  (Moron  tkgi. 
Morriitey,  ante,  20). 

8.  Whore  it  is  arerred  in  a  complaint 
that  the  plaintiff  owned  the  property 
in  question,  and  loaned  it  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  it  had  been  de- 
manded of  him  and  he  had  refused  to 
deliver  it,  end  converted  it  to  his  own 
use,  these  allegations  are  tufficient  to 
eonstitute  the  action  one  of  tort,  not 
withftanding  the  agreement  under 
which  the  defendant  received  possession 
of  ^the  property  is  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint {Person  Agt.  Civer,  ante,  139). 

i.  A  complaint,  charging  that  the  de* 
fendants  had  fraudulently  overdrawn 
money  from  the  plaintiff,  a  bank,  and 
demanding  judgment  fur  the  ajBonnt 
of  the«iOverdrafc,  and  for  execution 
against  the  bodies  as  well  as  property 
of  the  defendants,  is,  it  teems,  to  be 
regarded  as  founded  in  tort  {Union 
Bank  agt.  Mott,  27  N.  Y.  R  633). 

See  Rbcbivbr,  3. 

See  Crbditor*s  Suit  1,  2,  S. 

SeeNoN-suiTy  1. 


CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

1.  The  4th  and  Oth  sections  of  the  act 
of  congress,  passed  March  3,  1863, 
entitled  '*An  act  relating  to  habeas 
corpus,  and  regulating  judicial  pro- 
ceedings in  certain  cases, *'  are  uncon- 
stitutiouat  and  void  {Benjamin  agt. 
Murray,  ante,  193) 

2.  The  President  of  the  United  States, 
before  the  passago  of  this  act,  had  no 
power  of  irresponsible  arrest  at  his 
will,  end  without  process  or  color  of 
law.  Thic  is  arbitrary  power*  The 
President  has  no  arbitrary  power  and 
congress  has  none  to  give  him.  1 1  h as 
DO  power  to  declare  his  order  a  defence 
to  those  who  execute  it,  «f  not  other- 
wise legal  (Jd). 

3.  This  court  has  Jurisdiction  in  on  ac- 
tion for  a  violation  of  the  plaintiff  s 
right  to  liberty,  unless  it.  is  deprived 
of  it  by  this  act  of  congress.  This  is 
solely  determined  by  the  validity  of 
the  act  itself;  and  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  decide  upon  that  question 
when  properly  brought  before  it  {Id), 

4.  It  is  not  enough  that  this  act  of  con- 
gress is  sufficient  constitutionally  to 
confer  jurisdiction  upon  the  United 
States  court.  It  must  also  be  suffi- 
cient to  destroy  the  jarisdiction  of  ths 


supreme  ooart  of  this  state,  before  this 
ooort  is  authorised  to  turn  the  plai&tilf 
over  to  the  United  States  court  for  re- 
dress. {The  dedtion  qf  the  court  t» 
Jones  agt.  Seward,  26  How,  Fr.  433, 
not  concurred  in.     (Id,) 

5.  The  act  of  the  legislature  entitled 
'*  An  act  to  provide  for  compensating 
parties  whose  property  may  be  de- 
stroyed in  oonsequenee  of  mobe  er 
rioU,"  passed  April  13th,  1865,  as  a 
valid  and  constitutional  act  of  legisla- 
tion (Darlington  agt.  Mayor,  ifc  qf 
New  York,  ante,  3d2). 

6.  Judgments  rendered  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  that  act,  for  riot  damages, 
have  the  same  force  against  the  pro- 
perty of  the  city  as  judgments  reeo- 
vered  for  any  other  cause  of  aetion 
(Id), 

7.  //  seems  that  the  act  ineorporath^ 
the  Susquehanna  Bridge  Company  (ch. 
89  of  1805,  §  38),  and  made  applicable 
to  the  Chenango  Bridge  Company  (eh. 
119  of  1808),  does  not,  by  giving  it  all 
the  rights  of  the  Delaware  Bridge 
Company,  confer  upon  it  the  benefit 
of  a  provision  in  favor  of  the  latter 
company  that  no  bridge  should  be 
erected  within  two  miles  of  its  bridge 
across  the  Delaware,  so  as  to  gaaruntee 
the  former  against  the  erection  of  a 
bridge  within  the  like  distance  from 
its  bridge  across  the  Chenango:  Per 
Wriqht,  Davibs  and  Marvik,  Js. 
(Chenango  Bridge  Co.  agt.  Btsg- 
hanUon  Bridge  Co.  27  N.  Y.  R,  87). 

8.  But  if  that  be  otherwise,  the  provi- 
sion that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  fur  any 
person  to  erect  such  bridge,  or  to  esta- 
blish a  ferry,  within  two  miles.  Is  to 
be  construed  as  prohibiting  the  esta- 
blishment of  a  bridge  or  ferry  under 
the  laws  then  existing,  and  not  as  a 
contract,  by  which  the  leglislature 
renounced  its  power  to  authorise  suck 
bridge  or  ferry  at  any  future  tiDM 
(Id), 

9.  Chapter  412  of  1862,  providing  for 
the  settlement  by  a  reference  of  con- 
troversies between  the  receiver  of  an 
insolvent  mutual  insurance  company 
and  its  members  or  stuck  holders,  is 
constitutional  (Sands  agt.  Kimbcrk, 
27  N,  Y,  11.147). 

10«  Such  controversies  respecting  the 
adjustment  and  administration  of  a 
quasi  trust  fund,  in  which  a  mnltituds 
of  persons  are  concerned  as  contribu- 
tors and  distributees,  have,  by  the 
customary  law  of  this  state,  antece- 
dent to  the  constitutional  provision  far 
preserving  trial  by  jurji  been  regarded 
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M  of  eqoifcable  and  BQmmary  oogni- 
lanet)  and  are  not  among  the  eases  in 
wbioh  the  trial  by  jury  has  been  here- 
tofore used  so  as  to  be  fastened  among 
rights  to  remain  inviolate  (Id). 

11.  Digging  a  ditch  upon  the  land  of  a 
private  owner,  under  the  authority  of 
the  legislature,  for  the  purpose  of 
draining  saoh  land  and  that  of  the 
adjoining  proprietors,  is,  it  seems,  a 
taking  of  property  within  art.  1,  §§  6, 
7,  of  the  eoa<*titution  of  1846;  and 
the  aet  of  the  legislature  professing  to 
authorise  suoh  taking  is  so  far  void, 
unless  it  prorides  for  the  payment  of  a 
just  eompensation,  to  be  ascertained  by 
a  jury  or  by  eommissiooers  appointed 
by  a  oourt  of  record  (P§ople  agt. 
Newring,  27  N.  Y.  R.  304) 

12.  The  mode,  howcTer,  of  apportioning 
and  assessing  sueh  compenslttion  and 
the  expenses  of  executing  the  work, 
upon  thoee  benefited  thereby,  is  wholly 
within  the  discretion  of  the  legislature 
(Id). 

13.  Upon  a  certiorari  to  the  commis- 
sioners charged  with  the  execution, 
of  such  a  work,  aild  the  assessment  of 
the  expenses  of  its  execution,  the  only 
question  brought  up  is  on  the  legality 
and  regularity  of  their  proceedings  in 
making  the  assessment  (Id), 

14.  The  relator's  remedy  for  the  invasion 
of  his  land  is  trespass  or  ejectment 
(Id). 

15.  The  act  of  codgress  passed  February 
25,  1862  (ch.  33),  making  certain 
treasury  notes  of  the  United  States  a 
legal  tender  in  payment  of  debts  be- 
tween private  perjons,  is  constitutional 
and  valid    (Metropolian   Bank  agt. 

Van  Dycfc,  27  N.  Y,  R.  400). 

16.  The  power  to  borrow  money  on  the 
oredit  of  the  United  States  carries 
with  it,  it  seems,  the  power  to  attach 
the  quality  of  a  legal  tender  to  the 
notes  issued,  when,  in  the  judgment 
of' Congress,  it  is  necessary  to  make 
them  effectual  for  the  purpose  of  bor- 
rowing (Id), 

17.  The  validity  of  this  provision,  as  an 
exercise  by  congress  of  the  power  to 
regulate  commerce,  discussed  and 
maintained  by  Marvih,  J.     (Id,) 

18.  The  provision  of  the  Constitution 
of  this  SUte  (art.  8,  §  6),  that  the 
legislature  shall  require  the  redemp- 
tion in  specie  of  all  bills  and  notes  put 
in  eirenlation  as  money,  is  not  self- 
executing,  so  that  the  refusal  of  a  bank 
to  redeem  its  bills  in  speeie  authorises 
the  Bank  Superintendent  to  sell  the 
Mcnrities  deposited  with  him  (Id)* 


19.  Until  the  legislattlre  shall  require 
the  redemption  of  bank  bills  in  specie^ 
an  offer  to  pay  in  treasury  notes  made 
a  legal  tender  by  act  of  congress  is 
sufficient  under  the  general  banking 
law  (ch.  260  of  1863,  $  4),  which  only 
authorises  a  sale  of  the  securities  upon 
default  in  paying  such  bills  in  '*  law- 
ful money  of  the  UnitedStates  "  (Id), 

See  Municipal  Cobfobatiohs,  ISy 
14,  15,  16. 


CONTRACT. 

See  CuLxx  and  Dxlitbbt  or  Pxb- 
sovAL  Pbopbbtt,  1>  2,  3,  4,  6. 

See  CoMMOH  Cabbibbs,  1>  2. 

See  Salb,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11. 

See  CoHBTiTVTiOHAL  Law,  7,  S. 

See  SPBCiric  Pbbpobharcb,  1. 

See  Pbincipal  ahb  Aobnt,  1. 

See  CoBsiaBOB  and  Consignbb,  1, 
2,3. 

See  CONTBACTINO  BOABD. 


CONTRACTING  BOARD. 

1.  Proposals  for  a  contract,  requiring  m 
security  the  certificate  of  a  bank  that 
it  holds  a  deposit  of  $4,  OOA  « in  eash," 
are  satisfied  by  a  certificate  of  the  de- 
posit of  14,000,  without  further  speci- 
fication (PeopU  agt.  Th€  Contracting 
Board,  27  N,  Y.  R.  878). 

2.  The  law  requiring  the  canal  contract- 
ing board  to  award  contracts  for  re- 
pairs to  **  the  lowest  bidder  who  will 
give  adequate  security,"  and  it  having 
made  an  award,  a  lower  bidder  whe 
has  given  the  security  required  Is  not . 
entitled  to  a  mandamus  (Id), 

3.  Though  the  practice  of  issuing  a  per- 
emptory mandamus  in  the  first  instance 
is  not  to  be  commended,  it  is  within 
the  power  of  the  court;  and  the  objec- 
tion, that  an  alternative  writ  should 
have  first  issued,  is  not  available  onr 
error  (Id). 


CORPORATIONS. 

.  Corporations  are  to  be  included  under 
the  general  term  ** persons ,*'  in  regard 
to  their  liability  to  taxation  in  tha 
place  where  they  carry  on  their  busi- 
ness (British  Commercial  Life  Ins, 
Co.  agt.  The  Commissioners  of  Ta»S9f 
N.  Y.,  ants,  41). 


uo 
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See  T£em  amv  AMBmuumwn,  1,  ^» 

8,4. 
^ee  Bailsoam. 
See  UuNiciPAL  Corporatxohs. 
gee  TRUBTXB8, 1. 

COSTS. 

1.  On  the  seiUement  or  withdrawal  cf 
proceedings  on  attachment  iasoed  un- 
der the  Code,  the  aheriffin  entitled  to 
an  amonnt  at  the  rate  of  poundage  on 
the  levy  of  an  exeeaUon  {MuUer  agt. 
Sautter,  ante,  87). 

"J.  Where  the  cireuit  judge  on  the  rendi- 
iioH  Of  H  verdiet  of  the  jury  for  the 
defendant,  on  the  same  day  seti  it 
aside  and  grants  a  new  trial  upon  his 
minutes,  on  the  solo  ground  that  the 
verdict  is  againet  evidence,  it  should 
he  on  payment  qfcoate  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  not  that  the  costs  abide  the  eyent 
{Otering  agt.  Ruaselly  ante  151). 

'3.  The  role  is  well  settled,  and  the  Code 
has  not  ahrogated  it,  that  a  Tordict 
should  not  be  set  aside  on  the  sole 
ground  that  it  is  against  evidenoe, 
except  on  payment  of  oosts  by  the 
party  against  whom  it  is  rendered  {Id). 

4.  The  costs  of  an  action  are  to  be  taxed 
ueoording  to  the  fee  bill  existing  at  the 
time  of  the  rerdiot  or  dismissal  of  the 
eomplaint;  and  this,  notwithstanding 
proceedings  thereon  are  stayed  {Scmd- 
deragt.  Gori,  ante,  165). 

5.  On  a  motion  at  special  term  for  a  new 
trial  upon  a  case,  costs  are  to  be  grant- 
ed as  upon  an  appeal  from  a  judgment. 
Construction  of  section  307  of  the  Cede 
(Id). 

6.  Coata  in  actions  of  mandamua  are  not 
affected  by  the  fee  bills  of  1840,  or  the 
Code,  and  are  still  to  be  taxed  ander 
the  fee  bill  contained  in  the  Revised 
Statutes  (People  ex  rel.  Lumley  agt. 
Lewla,  ante,  150). 

7.  The  mle  of  atare  deeiaia  must  com- 
mand some  respect  both  from  the  bar 
and  the  bench  (Id), 

8.  A  county  judge  has  power  to  tax  oosts 
under  the  old  fee  bill  (Id). 

9.  A  party  desiring  a  re-taxation  of 
costs  must  move  without  delay,  and 
the  motion  must  be  founded  on  the 
papers  used  before  the  taxing  officer 
below  (Id). 

10.  A  general  objection  to  erery  item  in 
»  bill  of  costs  as  illegal,  Ae.,  is  not 
available  on  motion  for  re-taxation 
(Id). 


11.  A  term  fie  of  $10  is  giran  hj  the 
Code  (§  307)  for  every  term  when  the 
cause  is  necessarilv  on  the  calendar 
and  is  not  tried;  but  vhem  triad  no 
term  fee  ia'allowed,  bnt  a  trial  fee  in- 
stead thereof  (Ptoceagt.  The  Butter- 
nuta  Woolen  and  Cotton  Manntfadur^ 
ing  Co.,  ante,  184). 

12.  By  section  807  of  the  Code  the  term 
feea  ($10)  of  causes  noticed  and  pat 
upon  the  calendar  of  the  court  of  ap- 
peals for  argument,  are  limited  to  five 
terms  (FuUerton  agt.  Viall,  mmle, 
224). 

13.  A  party  is  not  entitled  to  fem  a»  a 
witneaa  of  his  adversary,  wh«re  he 
Bueeeeds  in  the  action,  for  testifying 
in  his  own  behalf,  notwithstanding  he 
makes  an  affidavit  that  he  would  not 
have  attended  the  trial  but  for  the 
purpose  of  being  snob  witness.  (The 
aeverat  reported  coi^licting  dedai^na 
on  thia  queation  r^erred  to  om  irreean- 
cilabU)  (Steere  agt.  UiUer,anU,iU). 

14.  Where  the  statute  provides  fbr  dou- 
ble coata,  it  is  unnecessary  for  an  ap- 
pellate court  to  mention  them  in  their 
decision;  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
clerk  to  tax  them  in  the  judgment 
(CarpenHer  agt.  WiUUt,  efnU^  376). 

15.  The  death  of  a  party  in  an  action 
cannot  change  the  rights  of  the  other 
parties ;  it  merely  changes  the  title  of 
the  action,  and  a  revival  in  favor  of 
the  representatives  is  permitted  for 
the  purpose  of  protecting  the  interests 
of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  (Id). 

16.  Where  the  defendant  died  in  Fehm- 
ary,  and  the  action  was  revired  in 
March  following,  the  term  fete  in  the 
court  of  appeals  for  the  March  and 
June  terms  were  properly  taxable,  as 
one  notice  for  the  year  in  thAt  eonrt 
ts  sufficient  (Id). 

17.  An  appeal  will  not  lie  to  the  coert 
of  appeals  from  an  order  of  the  gene- 
ral term,  upon  qaestions  of  the  md- 
juatment  and  taxation  of  caate  (People 
ex  rel.  Lumley  agt.  Leieia,  oiUe,  470). 

18.  Another  decision  that  no  more  than 
five  term  feea  for  noticing  and  putting 
a  cause  on  the  calendar  of  the  court 
qf  appeala,  can  be  allowed  and  taxed 
(Richmond  agt.  Sherman,  ante,  491). 

10.  The  statute  pohibiting  the  reoovery 
of  costs  in  actions  at  law  against  exe- 
cutors and  administrators,  where  pay- 
ment has  not  been  unreasonably  re- 
fused or  neglected,  does  not  apply  te 
suits  commonoed  against  the  testator 
or  intesUto  in  his  lifetime  (Merritt 
agt.  Thampmm,  27  N.  Y.  R.  225). 
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OOUNTOR.OLAIM. 

1.  A  verbal  asngnmtnt  of  a  demood 
arising  on  contract,  to  the  defendant 
against  the  plaintiff,  before  sait 
brought,  in  these  wordst  "  I  assign 
th!^  claim  over  to  you,  if  there  is  any 
diflScalty,''  is  not  good  as  a  stt-off  or 
counicrclaim  {Arnold  agt.  Johtuton, 
arUe,  249). 

COURT  OF  GENERAL  SESSIONS. 

1.  The  general  setaions  of  New  York, 
having  protracted  iti  regular  period 
of  fitting,  in  the  trial  of  a  cause,  was 
lawfully  in  sessicn  for  the  purpose  of 
passing  judgment  in  another  eause  in 
which  a  conviction  had  been  had  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  the  trial 
which  prolonged  the  sitting  (Low€n- 
herg  agt.  TAe  Peoph,  27  N.  Y,  JB. 
336). 

2.  IP  stems  that  the  court  of  general 
sessions  of  the  county  of  New  York  is 
within  the  statute  (ch.  208  of  1869), 
authorising  courts  of  sessions  in  any 
ctounty  to  continue  its  sitting  at  any 
term  as  long  as  may  bo  neoessarry : 
Psr  Bai.com>  J.  (Jd). 

CREDITOR'S  SUIT. 

1*  Wbere  an  action  is  brought  by  a  ore -^ 
ditor  under  an  asngnmtU/or  the  bene-" 
JU  of  creditors,  against  the  assignee 
and  all  other  creditors  who  choose  to 
oome  in  and  avail  themselves  of  the 
benefits  of  the  action,  and  demands 
judgment  that  the  assignment  be  re- 
formed and  corrected  in  a  particular 
which  is  not  common  to  all  the  credi- 
tors but  concerns  the  ])iaintiff,  and 
that  the  assignee  be  required  to  ac- 
count, the  complaint  is  not  demurrable 
for  a  defect  qf  parties  plaintiffs  (  Oar- 
ner  ogt.  IVright,  ante,  92). 

2«  1st.  Because  the  creditors  are  not  all 
united  in  inter eet  in  respect  to  the  re- 
formation of  the  assignment.  2d. 
They  are  not  all  united  in  interest 
with  the  plaintiff  in  all  the  reli^ 
■ought  by  the  plaintiff,  which  is  a 
tnfBeient  excuse  for  not  joining  them 
as  plaintiffs  (Id). 

8.  The  relief  claimed  in  such  an  action 
is  not  inconsistent,  and  there  is  really 
but  one  cause  qf  action  stated,  arising 
out  of  one  transaction  (Id), 

4.  A  roirse  qf  action  in  the  nature  of  a 
creditor's  bill,  does  not  accrue  until 
after  the  recovery  of  judgment  and 
the  return  of  execution  unsnlisfied,  in 
the  eommon  law  action.    The  statiUe 


f^limUatioms  thar«fore  is  not  a  bar  t4K 
such  an  action  until  six  years  from  the 
retuns  of  such  execution  (Ejfre  agt. 
Jieebe,  anU,  333). 

5.  The  lien  acquired  by  the  levy  of  an 
attachment  under  the  Code,  even  on 
chattels  alleged  to  have  been  fraudu- 
lently assigned,  will  not  alone  autho- 
rise an  action  to  set  aside  the  assign- 
ment as  fraudulent,  either  before  or 
after  judgment  in  the  attachment  suit 
(Mechanics^  ^  Traders*  Bank  agt. 
Dakin,  ante,  502). 

6.  An  assignment  qf  a  bond  and  mort' 
gage  by  a  non-resident  debtor,  alleged 
to  be  fraudulent,  does  not  authorise 
the  judgment  creditor  to  bring  an  ac- 
tion to  set  aside  the  assignment  as  a 
fraudulent  obstruction,  and  to  remove 
it  out  of  the  way  of  his  execution,  for 
the  plaintiff  could  not  reach  or  sell 
the  bond  and  mortgage  or  the  mort- 
gage debt,  by  or  under  his  execution, 

.  if  the  assignment  were  declared  frau- 
dulent and  void,  nor  could  he  even  if 
the  assignment  had  not  been  made  by 
the  debtor  (Id). 

7.  A  judgment  creditor,  having  no  title 
or  specific  Hen,  may  maintain  an  action 
to  obtain  the  cancellation  of  prior 
judgments  which  are  apparent  liens 
upon  the  lands  of  his  debtor,  but 
which  he  alleges  to  have  been  paid, 
and  this  without  alleging  any  oulln- 
sion  on  the  part  of  the  debtor  to  keep 
the  judgments  on  foot  to  defraud  his 
creditors  (Shav>  agt.  Dtrigfit,  27  N. 
Y.  R.  244). 

8.  It  is  unnecessary,  to  maintain  such 
action,  that  the  creditor  should  have 
issued  execution  to  the  county  in 
which  the  lands  lie.  It  is  sufficient 
that  an  execution  has  been  returned 
unsatisfied  in  the  county  where  the 
debtor  resides,  and  that  bis  judgment 
is  a  lien  on  the  land  (Id)» 

See  Injurction,  4. 


CRIMINAL  LAW. 

1.  Where  the  crime  of  murder  was  com- 
mitted while  the  act  of  1860  was  in 
full  operation,  the  subsequent  sentence 
of  the  convict  should  be  the  one  pre- 
scribed by  that  act :  That  Is,  that  he 
should  suffer  the  punishment  qf  deaths 
after  imprisonment  at  hard  labor  ii% 
the  state  prison  for  one  year,  Ac,  al- 
though that  act  does  not  in  terms  pre- 
scribe the  punishment  of  death  (RMfS" 
Ay  agt.  The  People,  ante,  X12>. 
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2.  The  repeal  of  the  aei  of  I860  by  the 
Mt  of  1862  (chap.  197,  p,  368),  wu 
whoW  J  praspeelive,  and  did  notaffeot 
the  pnnishment  of  offencef  oommitted 
before  saoh  repeal  (Id). 

2.  Where  a  prifoner  on  trial  for  murder 
is  found  guilty,  and  before  sentenee, 
the  leeislature  past  an  aet  which  in 
effect  declares  that  when  an  erran*ou9 
judgmeiU  ie  given  in  a  court  qf  origin- 
al criminal  juriediciion,  the  supreme 
court  may,  on  error,  reyerse  the  judg- 
ment alone;  but  if  there  be  no  error 
in  the  trial  or  verdict,  the  record  is 
to  be  remitted,  to  the  end  that  a  pro- 
per judgment  may  be  prononnoed : 

4.  Held,  that  this  act  baring  been  pass- 
ed after  the  conviction  in  this  case, 
though  before  the  sentence  or  judg- 
ment was  passed  upon  the  prisoner,  it 
applied  to  the  case,  and  required  the 
appellate  court,  on  determining  that 
the  original  judgment  was  erroneous, 
to  remit  the  case  to  the  oyer  and  ter- 
miner, with  directions  to  pronounce 
the  proper  judgment,  instead  of  dis- 
charging the  prisoner  (/d). 

6.  A  eentence  which  is  proper  for  bur- 
glary in  the  second  degree,  for  which 
crime  the  prisoner  was  indicted,  tried 
and  convicted,  will  not  be  reversed  for 
the  reason  that  the  court  who  pro- 
nounced the  sentenee  probably  sup- 
posed from  an  indorsement  on  the  in- 
dictment that  he  was  convicted  of  bur- 
glary in  the  first  degree  {Irving  agt. 
The  People,  ante,  205). 

t»  In  an  .indictment  for  bigamy,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  negativo  the  excep- 
tions, although  they  are  referred  to 
in  the  section  defining  the  offence.  (2 
R,  8.,  p,  687,  §  B,etaeq)J  As  matter 
of  pleading,  as  well  as  proof,  it  lies 
upon  the  dofendant  to  bring  himself 
within  the  exceptions  (Fl^ngngt, 
The  PeopU,  27  N.  Y.  R.  329). 

y.  The  statute  (2  R.  8.  p.  728,  §  62), 
onres  the  formal  defect,  if  it  were  one, 
of  not  negativing  the  provisos  (Id), 

8.  General  evidence  that  a  marriage 
was  celebrated  according  to  the  forms 
of  the  church,  or  of  a  religious  sect. 
Implies  the  requisite  assent  of  the 
parties.  It  is  for  the  prisoner  to  go 
Into  particulars  and  negative  their  de- 
elaration  of  assent,  before  he  can  deny 
ibe  apparent  effect  of  the  evidence 

9.  The  general  sessions  of  Now  York, 
having  protracted  its  regular  period 
Of  sitting,  in  the  trial  of  a  oause,  was 
lawfully  in  session  for  the  purpose  of 
PMdag  Judgment  in  another  eaiiM  in 


which  a  oonviotion  had  been  bad  prter 
to  the  comm^cement  of  the  trial 
which  prolonged  the  sitting  (Lowem^ 
herg  agt.  The  PeopU,  27  Jv.  F.  R. 
836). 

10.  It  seeme  that  the  eonrt  of  general 
sessions  of  the  county  of  New  York  is 
within  the  sUtute  {eh.  208  q^  1859), 
authorising  courts  of  sessions  in  any 
county  to  continne  its  sitting  at  aay 
term  as  long  as  may  be  neeesaaiy :  Per 
Balcoh,  J.  {Id), 

11.  The  act  in  relation  to  capital  pm- 
Ubment  {eh.  410  of  1860)  did  net 
abolish  the  penalty  of  death  for  mnr- 
der  in  the  first  degree  (Id). 

12.  it  eeeme  that  the  mode  of  exeeatiea 
by  hanging  was  established  by  the 
common  law,  and,  not  having  been 
abrogated  by  that  statu te,  was  the 
legal  method  of  execution  while  andi 
act  was  in  foroe,  notwithstanding  its 
repMkl  of  the  Revised  Statute  preserib- 
ing  that  ponishment :  Per  Bai.com,  J. 
(Id), 

13.  It  is  not  a  sulBcient  challenge  for 
principal  oause  that  a  juror  had  form- 
ed an  opinion  that  the  prisoner  had 
killed  the  person  for  whose  murder  he 
was  indicted.  Killing  being  bat  one 
element  of  the  crime,  is  oonsistani 
with  the  prisoner's  innocence  of  mnr- 

^  der  {Id), 

14.  Upon  a  conTietion  vnder  the  aet  of 
1860,  the  court  could  not  fix  the  day 
of  execution  {Id), 

15.  The  proper  form  of  sentence  under 
the  act  of  1860  indicated:  Per  Bal- 
COM,  J.     {Id,) 

16.  Where  the  court  of  general  seasiont 
improperly  sentenced  the  prisoner  te 
be  executed  on  a  fixed  day,  that  being 
the  only  error  in  the  proceedings,  and 
the  supreme  court,  after  the  day  fixed 
for  execution  had  passed,  affirmed  the 
judgment,  without  fixing  a  new  day 
for  execution,  held,  that  Uie  erroneons 
part  of  the  sentence  being  void  and 
naving  become,  by  the  lapse  of  time, 
incapable  of  any  operation,  the  «mr 
was  cured  {Id), 


CUBABNCT. 

1.  Where  a  loan  of  money  in  Sngilsh 
currency,  is  made  in  Bngtand  to  be 
paid  in  New  York,  the  pound  sterling 
is  to  be  estimated  here  at  its  reai 
fnarket  value,  and  not  as  Its  par  Talne 
{Robinson  agt.  Hall,  anU,  342). 

2.  The  aet  of  Congress  passed  Febrvarf 
25,  1862   {eh.  33), 
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trvMUTj  notM  of  the  United  States  » 
legal  tender  in  payment  of  debta  be< 
tween  private  persons^  is  oonstitational 
and  valid  (Metropolitan  Bank  agt. 
Van  Dyck,  27  N.  Y.  R.  400). 

3.  The  power  to  borrow  money  on  the 
credit  of  the  United  States  carries 
with  it,  it  seems,  the  power  to  attach 
the  quality  of  a  legal  tender  to  the 
notes  issued,  when,  in  the  judgment 
of  congress,  it  is  necessary  to  make 
them  effectual  for  the  purpose  of  bor- 
rowing (id), 

4.  The  validity  of  this  provision,  as  an 
exercise  by  congress  of  the  power  io 
regulate  commerce,  discussed  and 
maintained  by  Mabvik,  J.  {Id,) 

6.  The  provision  of  the  constitution  of 
this  stote  (art,  8,  §  6),  that  the  legis- 
latare  shall  require  the  redemption  in 
specie  of  all  bills  and  notes  put  in  cir- 
culation as  money,  is  not  self-execat- 
ing,  so  that  the  refusal  of  a  bank  to 
redeem  its  bills  in  specie  authorises 
the  bank  superintendent  to  sell  the 
securities  deposited  with  him  (Id) 

0.  Until  the  legislature  shall  require 
the  redemption  of  bank  bills  in  specie, 
an  offer  to  pay  in  treasury  notes  made 
a  legal  tender  by  act  of  congress  is 
soffiolent  nnder  the  general  banking 
law  (ck,  260  <^  \B^S,  $  4),  which  only 
anthorixes  a  sale  of  the  securities  upon 
default  in  paying  such  bills  in  "  law- 
ful money  of  the  United  S^tes"  (Id). 

DISTRICT  COUETS. 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  59th  section  of 
the  district  court  act  of  the  city  of 
Kew  York,  are  directory  merely.  They 
impose  a  mere  ministerial  duty  upon 
the  clerks  of  those  courts,  the  omis- 
sion to  perform  which  would  not  in- 
validate a  judgment  which  had  been 
regularly  recovered;  although  the 
docket  and  a  transcript  is  made  evi- 
dence, there  is  nothing  in  the  act 
which  makes  it  the  only  evidence. 
And  if  the  clerk  should  wholly  neglect 
to  make  up  his  docket,  tho^ plaintiff  in 
any  suit  or  proceeding  where  it  became 
necessary,  could  prove  by  other  eei' 
denee  the  recovering  of  his  judgment 
(Carpenter  agt.  Simmont,  antCy  12). 

2.  Justices  of  the  dutrict  courte  in  the 
eity  of  New  York  have  no  authority  to 
issue  execution  against  the  person, 
upon  being  satisfied  by  evidence  after 
judgment,  and  ex  parte,  that  the  case 
is  one  for  the  arrest  and  imprisonment 
of  the  defendant.  An  execution  issued 
in  SQch  a  manner  if  void  (Carpenter 
agt.  WHUtt,  ante,  226) 


3.  A  justice  in  these  courts  must  a4ht^9 
that  the  case  is  one  in  which  the  party 
is  subject  to  arrest,  and  the  right  to 
arrest  must  be  stated  in  the  judgment, 
and  form  a  itart  thereof.  This  is  a 
part  of  his  judicial  labor  and  duty.  It 
is  a  limitation  of  jurisdiction,  and  not 
a  statutory  direction  to  the  officers  of 
the  court.  After  judgment  the  justice 
has  no  jurisdiction ;  he  is  functus  officio 
(Id), 

4.  Neither  have  the  district  courts  any 
power  to  amend  their  jiutgments. 
They  can  do  nothing  requiring  the 
exercise  of  discretion.  Having  ren- 
dered judgment,  they  arc  from  that 
time  ministerial  officers  (Id). 


DIVORCB. 

1.  To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  o/tmony  and 
counsel  fee,  in  an  action  for  divorce  for 
cruel  and  inhuman  treatment,  sha 
must  make  it  appear  that  she  has. been 
tnjured,  and  present  a  meritorious  cause 
of  action  (Solomon  agt.  Solomon, 
ante,  218). 

2.  A  single  instance  of  cruelty  is  not 
sufficient  cause  to  authorise  the  court 
to  interfere,  although  vague  charges 
of  cruel  treatment  are  also  made 
against  the  husband.  The  parties  to 
a  marriage  contract  should  bear  long 
and  patiently  with  each  other;  they 
should  exercise  the  most  forgiving 
spirit,  and  seek  by  all  possible  means 
to  reconcile  their  diffbrenoes,  before 
resorting  either  to  the  protection  or 
the  process  of  law  to  redress  their 
wrongs.  They  should  become  fully 
satisfied  that  there  was  no  longer  any 
possibility  that  the  duties  of  their 
married  life  can  be  discharged  (Id). 

3.  In  an  action  of  divorce  for  ^ultery, 
the  defendant  on  showing  the  oourt  a 
reasonable  prospect  of  establishing  the 
defence,  m  ny  have  leave  to  amend  or 
file  a  supplemental  anstcer,  by  settinii; 
up  the  defenoe  of  adultery  against  the 
plaintiiT,  having  discovered  the  fact 
after  the  issues  in  the  cause  were  first 
joined  (Strong  agt.  Strong,  ante, 
432). 

ELECTION. 

1.  Upon  the  trinl  of  a  quo  warranto  to 
determine  the  title  to  an  offioe  depend- 
ing upon  a  general  election,  the  ques- 
tion is  who  received  the  most  legal 
votes  (People  ex  rel.  agt.  Pease,  27 
N,  Y.  R.  40). 

2.  The  inspectors  of  elections  are  not 
judloialy  bat  administratlre  oAoen: 
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their  deoiaion  10  final  only  aa  to  re- 
eeiring  or  rejecting  votea;  but  the 
qoeition  whether  a  Toter  waa  or  waa  not 
entitled  to  votOi  is  open  to  examina- 
tion in  subieqaent  piooeedings  apon 
any  competent  eridonce  (Id). 

3.  It  Beeme  that  the  inspector!  hare  no 
authority  to  reject  a  rote  except  in 
the  special  eases  where  it  is  expressly 
given  by  the  statute,  as  when  the 
▼oter  refnses  'to  take  the  oath,  or  to 
answer  questions,  stands  convicted  of 
crime,  or  has  made  a  bet  on  the  elec- 
tion (Id). 

4.  A  voter  called  as  a  witness  may  be 
asked  for  whom  he  voted,  and,  if  he 
declines  or  is  unable  to  state,  circum- 
stantial evidence  may  bo  used  to 
ascertain  the  fact,  and  he  may  be 
asked  for  whom  he  intended  to  vote, 
as  one  6f  the  eircumstanoes  bearing 
upon  the  question  (Id), 

5.  For  the  purpose  of  'showing  that  a 
person  voted,  the  pull -list  kept  at  the 
election  is  admissible,  though  not 
signed  by  the  inspectors  or  clerks, 
having  no  heading  denoting  its  ehar- 
aeter,  and  never  having  been  filed  in 
the  town  clerk's  ofiiee  (Id), 

6.  Where  a  voter  is  proved  to  have  been 
alien  born«  and  there  is  prima  fade 
evidence  tiiat  be  had  nob  become  a 
citizen  by  naturalisation  or  otherwise, 
the  burden  of  showing  that  ho  has 
become  a  citisen  is  cast  on  the  party 
desiring  to  retain  the  vote;  and,  in 
the  absence  of  such  evidence,  the  vote 
is  to  be  disallowed  (Id) 

7*  But  where  the  evidence  is  only  that 
one  had  voted  and  was  alien  bom,  the 
presumption  is  that  he  voted  legally, 
and  had  qualified  himself  by  natura- 
lisation (id). 

EVIDEKCB. 

1.  Where,  on  the  trial  a  fair  question  is 
presented  to  the  court  and  jury  or  a 
referee  upon  conflicting  evidence, 
whether  the  defendant  is  indebted  in 
the  amount  claimed  by  the  plaintiff, 
or  as  admitted  by  himself  in  a  certain 
■om  less  than  the  plaintilT's  claim, 
and  the  court  and  jury  or  referee  find 
the  indebtedness  to  be  the  amount 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff;  the  conclu- 
sion upon  that  question  of  fact  is  not 
the  sitbject  qf  review  in  thi$  court 
(Kelt  egt.  McGuire,  arJe,  27). 

%,  A  question  put  to  a  witness,  "Do 
you  know  the  general  price  of  ale  at 
the  brewery  in  1860  and  18617"  was 
objected  to  on  the  ground  that  it  was 


too  general— that  it  waa  not  erideiwe 
of  the  market  value  o(  ale  or  be*r  al- 
leged to  have  been  purohaaed  in  April, 
May,  June  and  July,  1861,  JVaM, 
that  the  objection  could  not  prevail,  as 
it  was  not  shown  that  the  price  varied 
during  the  two  years;  and  the  answer 
of  the  witness,  to  which  no  objectioa 
was  taken,  showed  that  it  waa  the 
same  for  those  years  (Id) . 

3.  Another  question  was  put  to  the  wit- 
ness, <*  Do  you  know  the  genera]  mar- 
ket value  of  ale  and  beer  daring  the 
vears  1860  and  18617"  which  waa  ob- 
jected to  on  the  ground  that  the  price 
of  ale  and  beer  sold  to  the  defendant 
cannot  bo  proved  by  pro%-ing  its  gene- 
ral market  value :  Heldy  that  the  o)>- 
jection  was  frivolous.  There  was  no 
proof  of  any  express  contract  as  to  the 
price  of  ale  sold  to  the  defendant,  end 
it  was  clearly  competent  to  show  the 
market  value  of  the  article  (Id) .  ' 

4.  Another  question  waa  put  to  a  wit- 
ness, who  had  been  a  book-kttper  in  a 
brewery  over  four  years,  to  wit:  *'  Bo 
you  know  the  general  market  price  of 
ale  and  beer  in  the  city  of  New  Vork 
during  the  years  1860  and  1861  V* 
which  was  objected  to  on  the  groand 
that  the  witness  was  a  book-keeper — 
had  never  bought  or  sold  ale  or  beer, 
and  never  saw  any  bought  or  sold, 
and  was  therefore  incompetent  to  tes- 
tify to  iU  value :  Heldy  that  the  wit- 
ness had  acted  as  book-keeper  in  the 
breweries  of  the  city  for  over  four 
years  and  was  necessarily  acquainted 
with  the  market  price  of  beer  and  ale, 
and  was  competent  to  testify  to  the 
general  nuurket  price  of  those  articles 

5.  The  defendant  waa  awom  aa  a  witncH 
on  hia  own  behalf,  and  waa  asked  to 
atate  whether  or  not  he  bad  paid  for 
the  gooda  mentioned  in  the  plaintiffs 
bill  of  particulars.  The  plaintiff  ob- 
jected to  tbe  question  as  tending  to 
inquire  as  to  transactions  had  between 
the  defendant  and  the  deceased,  eon- 
cerning  which  be  was  incompetent  to 
testify;  tbe  answer  was  allowed,  re- 
serving the  right  to  the  plaintiff  to 
move  to  strike  out  the  testimony  if 
improper.  Tbe  defendant  answered 
that  he  had  paid  the  whole  bill  except 
$20.  On  crot8-examiA4ition  the  wit- 
ness answered  that  he  received  tbe 
sixty  hogsheads  of  stock  ale  set  forth 
in  tbe  bill  of  particulars  (the  claim  in 
suit  for  $600),  and  that  be  paid  Har- 
rison (deceased)  himself  personally 
for  them  in  his  own  store,  about  a 
week  after  he  received  them.    Beid» 
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that  che  granting  of  the  plaintiff's 
motion,  to  strike  out  all  thi«  testimony 
of  the  defendant  was  not  error  {Id) . 

6.  The  general  rules  of  practice  requiring 
a  wrUUn  notice  to  produce  papers,  has 
reference  to  ibc  preliminary  prepara- 
tions fur  trial  The  reason  for  the  rule 
does  not  apply  to  a  notice  given  in  the 

,  presence  and  hearing  of  the  court 
while  tbo  trial  is  in  progress  from  day 
to  day  (^Id) . 

7.  Therefore,  whore  at  a  previous  hear- 
ing before  the  referee,  the  plaintiff 
had  given  the  defendant  verbal  notice 
to  produce  certain  bills  and  receipts, 
or  that  parol  evidence  of  their  contents 
iTonld  bo  given :  Held,  that  such  notice 
was  sufficient  (Id), 

8.  Witnesses  cannot  testify  to  the  value 
of  an  article  without  foMWledge  of  iu 
Thus,  if  witnesses  testify  that  they 
have  no  personal  knowledge  of  the 
qualities  of  a  cowy  they  cannot  be  per- 
mitted to  testify  as  to  the  value  qf  her 
uee  for  a  given  time.  Assuming  that 
she  was  an  ordiiuiry  cow  does  not  au- 
thorise the  testimony  {Thor»  agt. 
Couchman,  ante,  06). 

9.  Where  a  sole  single  issue  of  fact  is 
presented  for  the  consideration  of  a 
jury  as  to  what  is  the  proper  construc- 
tion and  meaning  to  be  given  to  a 
clause  in  a  contract  of  sale  in  these 
words,  **  plain  seasonable  No.  1  (buf- 
falo) robes,"  to  settle  the  qnnlity  of 
the  article  thns  described,  und  six  wit- 
ncsues  testify  on  that  piirtioular  issue, 
four  for  the  plaintiff  and  t%vo  for  the 

'  defendant,  their  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant must  be  considered  on  appeal 
as  eoneluhive  {Murphy  agt.  Jioker, 
ante,  251). 

10.  The  court  can  never  exclude  relev- 
«    ant  testimony    because   it    does   not 

establish  at  once  the  issue  to  which  it 
relates;  the  different  links  must  be 
introduced  in  succession.  The  party 
agniust  whom  it  is  introduced  is  amply 
protected  against  any  prejudice,  by 
his  right  to  ojUI  on  the  court  to  direct 
the  jury  to  disregard  it  for  all  purposes 
where  it  is  not  prima  facie  evidence 
of  any  material  issue.  It  is  no  ground 
of  complaint  that  the  court  in  such  a 
oase  hafl  not  volunteered  to  warn  the 
jury  against  being  misled,  or  a  reason 
to  grant  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of 
»B  oversight  {Id), 

11.  Where  every  exception  in  the  case 
bears  on  matters  not  relating  to  the 
sole  issue  submitted  to  the  jury,  and 
tvuUnce  is  rejected  not  bearing  on 
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inch  israe,  although  competent  for 
other  purposes,  the  exception  to  il 
will  not  lie  {Id). 

12.  Evidence  by  an  assumed  principal 
that  her  husband  was  acting  as  her 
agent,  and  the  inquiry  of  another 
witness  whether  the  wife  had  been  in 
possession  of  a  farm  on  which  she  and  ' 
her  husband  lived,  are  not  objection- 
able on  the  ground  of  involving  legal 
conclusions  {Knapp  agt.  Smithy  27  N, 
y.  R,  277). 

13.  In  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  negative  the  exceptions,  * 
although  they  are  referred  to  in  the 
section  defining  the  offence.  (2  R,  8, 
p.  087,  §  8  ef  seq).  As  matter  of 
pleading,  as  well  as  proof,  it  lies  upon 
the  defendant  to  bring  himself  within 
the  exceptions  {Fleming  agt.  The 
People,  27  N,  Y,  R.  319). 

14.  The  statute  (2  R,  S,p,  728,  §  52) 
cures  the  formal  defeot,  if  it  wereone, 
of  not  negativing  the  provisos  (Id), 

15.  General  evidence  that  a  marriago 
was  celebrated  according  to  the  forms 
of  the  Church,  or  of  a  religions  sect, 
implies  the  requisite  assent  of  the 
parties.  It  is  for  the  prisoner  to  go 
into  particulars  and  negative  their 
declaration  of  assent,  before  he  ean 
deny  the  apparent  effect  of  the  evi- 
dence {Id), 

10.  It  is  inadmissible  to  discredit  a  wit- 
nevs  by  contradicting  him  in  respect 
to  a  mere  eollateral  faet,  as  to  whioh 
he  testified  on  cro9s-examination  with- 
out objection  (Plato  agt.  Reynolds, 
27  N,  Y.  R.  586). 

See  MoRTOAaB  of  Chattkls,  3,  4.. 
See  Insurance,  1,  2,  3,  6,  7,  8,  9^ 

10,  11,  12,  13,  U. 
See  BAXLB0AD3,  3,  4>  5,  0,  7,  8. 


EXCEPTIONS. 

1.  Where  every  exuption  in  the  esao 
bears  on  matters  not  relating  to  the  sole 
issue  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  eoi- 
dcnce  is  rejected  not  bearing  on  such 
is.xue.  although  competent  for  other 
purposes,  the  exception  to  it  will  not 
lie  {Murphy  age.  Baker,  ante,  251). 

See  An]iiRAi.TY,  2,  3,  4,  5. 

EXCISE  LAW. 

1.  A  bond  given  by  a  tavern  ke«per  an- 
der  the  act  of  1857,  prohibiting  the 
keeping  of  <<a  gambling  table  of  any 
de8cription>^'  Ac,  is  broken,  where  a 
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billiard  tabU  is  kept  for  use  in  Bueh 
tavern  {PtopU  Bgt.  Harriton,  ante, 
247). 

EXECUTION. 

1.  Where  an  execution  directed  to  the 
shcrifT;  subscribed  by  the  party  issu- 
ing it;  intelligibly  refers  to  the  judg- 
ment; states  the  court  and  county 
where  the  judgment  was  recovered 
and  transcript  filed ;  names  of  parties, 
&o.|  nothing  more  is  required.  The 
teste  is  no  necessary  pirt  of  the  exe- 
ention,  nor  is  the  direction  to  return; 
any  errors  which  may  occur  in  either 
are  immaterial  {Carpenter  a.gt,  Sim- 
mons,  ante,  12). 

See  DiSTBiCT  Courts,  2,  8,  4. 
Sbs  Cbeditor*8  Suit,  7,  8. 

BXBCUTORS    AND    ADMINISTRA- 
TOttS. 

1.  Where  an  administrator  has  been 
remored  on  the  opplication  of  bis 
•nreties,  after  filing  his  account,  and 
another  administrator  appointed  in 
his  place,  the  latter  administrator 
cannot  bring  an  action  upon  the  bond 
of  the  former  in  his  own  name  under 
the  Code,  as  the  real  party  in  inter- 
est, to  compel  payment  over  of  the 
fands  belonging  to  the  estate  in  his 
hands.  The  action  on  the  bond 
should  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of 
the  people  {Anneit  agt.  JEerr,  ante, 
324). 
S.  The  ewrrogate^e  decree  directing  the 
assignment  of  the  bond  to  the  new 
administrator  for  the  purpose  of  snch 
prosecution,  is  without  jurisdiction  and 
void  {Id), 
8.  Where  executors  are  authorised  by 
the  will  to  sell,  lease,  receive  rents, 
repair,  and  in  case  of  loss  or  damage 
by  fire,  to  apply  the  insurance  money 
to  rebuilding,  these  duties  can  be  per- 
formed as  a  power  in  trust  merely, 
without  taking  any  estate  in  the  lands 
{Martin  agt.  Martin,  ante,  385). 
4.  Where  by  the  terms  of  the  will  the 
testator's  whole  estate  passed  to  his 
ohildren  at  his  death,  therefore, 
the  testator  intended  to  vest 
I  executors  the  estate  in  trust,  or 
^  th«m  a  power  in  trust  for  its 
it  would  operate  only 
fares  of  snch  of  his  ehil- 
^infants  at  the  time  of  his 
mtinne  only  as  to  each 
the  infancy  of  the  ohil- 
ively.    It  would  ba  inoon- 
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sistent  with  this  provision  to  hold 
that  the  title  to  any  part  of  theestaU 
vested  in  the  trustees,  and  equally  in- 
consistent with  their  rights  as  owners* 
for  the  executors  to  exercise  a  power  to 
sell,  Ac.,  after  the  children  bad 
renched  their  majority,  except  for  tbo 
purpose  of  paying  debts  {Id)» 

5.  The  administrator  of  an  insolvent 
estate  has  an  insurable  interest  in 
buildings  belonging  to  it  (Hcridflisr 
agt.  Rice,  N.  Y.  R,  163). 

6.  The  right  of  creditors  to  resort  to  a 
sale  of  real  estate  of  the  decedent  for 
the  fiayment  of  debts  gives  them  sneh 
an  interest  therein  as  to  support  an 
insurance,  and  when  made  by  the  ad- 
ministrator it  is  for  their  benefit,  so 
far  as  required  to  pay  the  debts  of  the 
same  {Id), 

If  the  insurance  moneys  exoeed  the 
amount  of  the  debts,  the  administra- 
tor holds  them,  it  seems,  in  trust  for 
the  heirs  {Id). 
8.  The  renewal  of  a  fire  policy  held  to  be 
made  by  and  with  the  administrator, 
and  not  by  the  heirs,  where  the  pre- 
mium was  paid  by  the  direction  of  the 
administrator  and  by  his  agent,  who 
was  also  the  guardian  of  the  hein; 
the  renewal  receipt  stating  the  money 
to  have  been  received  ''from  the 
estate"   of   the   decedent,   and   the 

fuardian,  who  had  sufficient  funds 
oth  of  the  administrator  and  of  the 
heirs,  having  paid  the  premium  out  of 
the  latter,  and  charged  it  to  the  hciis 
in  his  accounts  {Id). 
Where  the  insurance  is  effected  by 
the  heirs  after  the  death  of  their  an- 
oestori  it  is,  it  seems,  for  their  benefit 
solely,  notwithstanding  the  defeasible 
nature  of  their  estate  in  eonseqnenco 
of  its  liability  to  sale  for  the  ances^ 
tor's  debU :  Per  Dxhio,  Ch.  J  {Id). 

10.  An  administrator  who  sells  effects  of 
his  intestate  npon  credit,  cannot  re- 
lieve himself  from  accounting  for  the 
price  by  showing  that  it  was  greater 
than  their  value  {Hasbromck  agt. 
Hasbronck,  27,  N.  Y.  R.  182). 

11.  The  administrator  sold  to  a  rarvir- 
ing  partner  the  intestate's  interest  in 
the  partnership,  taking  sooh  partnor*i 
notes  for  the  price,  with  which  prieo 
he  charged  himself  in  his  inventory. 
Held,  that  the  administrator  mnstae- 
oonnt  for  the  value  estimated,  though 
the  surviving  partner  beoamo  insolv- 
ent, the  notes  were  never  paid,  and 
the  partnership  interest  was  of  isft 
value  than  the  amonnt  of  the  notti' 
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12.  B  $eem$  that  itshoald  be  eoacidered 
settled  that  an  administrator  with  the 
will  annexed  is  not  authorised  by  the 
statute  (2  R.  S,  p.  72,  §  22)  to  eze- 
ente  a  power  to  sell  land  oonferred  by 
the  testator  upon  his  exeeator  (Roame 
agt.  PhiUps,  27,  JV:  Y.  R.  857). 

15.  R  seems  that  the  Supreme  Conrt 
may  appoint  a  trustee  to  execute  the 
power,  but  that  the  heir-at-law  is  a 
necessary  party  to  the  aotion  or  pro- 
ceeding in  which  an  order  for  that 
purpose  is  made  (Xtf). 

14.  A  power  conferred  upon  an  executor 
to  sell  real  estate  on  such  terms  as  he 
might  think  proper  is,  U  seems,  inap- 
plicable to  land  for  the  sale  of  which 
the  testator  had  made  an  exoutory 
contract  and  tendered  performance  in 
his  lifetime  {Id), 

16.  When  the  administrator  with  the 
will  annexed  had  been  appointed  trus- 
tee to  execute  the  power,  and  asserted 
the  right  to  execute  it  in  respect  to 
such  lands,  he  ought  to  join  with  the 
heir-at-law  in  executing  a  conveyance, 
in  performance  of  the  testator's  oon- 
traot  (Jd). 

See  Nbzt  or  Kin,  1,  2. 
See  Costs,  19. 


FOREIGN  CORPORATIONS. 

1.  Theptoes  of  assessment,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  taxation  of  a  Joreign  corpo- 
ration doing  business  in  this  state,  is 
where  the  operations  of  the  corpora- 
tion are  carried  on — not  at  the  resi- 
dence of  the  comptroller  of  the  state, 
who  has  charge  of  the  securities  de- 
posited by  such  oorporation  under  the 
statute  {British  VommerdalLitfe  Ins, 
Co.  agt.  The  Commissioners  <if  Taxes 
N.  y.,aia<,41). 

2.  Corporations  are  to  be  included  under 
the  general  term  **  persons,**  in  re- 
gard to  their  liability  to  taxation  in  the 
place  where  they  carry  on  their  busi- 
ness {Id) 

S.  A  foreign  corporation  (British  com- 
mercial life  ineurancecompany,)  doing 
business  in  this  state,  is  liable  to  be 
taxed  upon  the  bonds  qf  this  state — 
bonds  ef  the  city  of  Buffalo— deposited 
with  the  comptroller  of  this  state, 
nnder  the  statute  provided  for  that 
purpose.  Such  bonds  are  included 
under  the  term  personal  estate  as 
nsed  in  the  statute;  and  they  must  be 
considered  **  property  invested  i»  any 


manner  in  the  hueinees  which  they 
carry  on,"  under  the  statate  of  1855 
{Id). 


PRAUDtJLENT  REPRESENTATIONS. 

1.  In  an  action  against  the  defendant 
for  false  and  fraudulent  representa- 
tions made  to  the  plaintiffs  of  the  sol- 
vency of  a  third  person,  by  which  the 
plaintiffs,  as  alleged,  were  induced  to 
sell  their  goods  to  such  person  on  cre- 
dit, by  reason  of  which  they  suffered 
loss,  the  defendant's  liability  depends 
upon  the  falsity  of  bis  statements  and 
his  knowledge  thereof,  and  their  effect 
upon  the  business  dealings  of  the 
plaintiffs  with  the  debtor.  These  are 
all  questions  of  fact  proper  for  the 
consideration  of  a  jury  {  Von  Pouch 
agt.  Peyser,  ante,  292). 

2.  Although  it  may  be  that  the  law  will 
not  presume  and  will  not  allow  a  party 
to  claim  that  representations  which 
are  believed  and  acted  on  to-dsy,  have 
a  continuing  influence  for  all  time, 
and  that  there  probably  must  be  some 
limit;  yet  it  is  difficult,  if  not  impos- 
sible to  say  where  the  period  should  be 
placed .  Like  all  questions  of  a  similar 
nature,  the  extent  of  time  to  which  it 
is  fair  to  presume  or  to  permit  a  party 
to  claim  that  the  influences  continued 
their  effect,  must  depend  upon  the 
facts  and  circumstances  of  each  case, 
and  it  is  for  a  jury,  and  not  for  the 
court,  to  ascertain  from  the  evidence 
and  determine  such  fact. 

3.  Therefore,  the  question  in  this  case 
whether  the  plaintiffs  were  influenced 
in  the  sales  made  by  them  to  their 
debtor  in  I860,  by  representations 
made  to  them  by  the  defendant  in 
respect  to  his  solvency  in  1858,  was 
one  which  should  have  gone  to  the 
jury  {Id). 

See  Claim  awd  Dxliyert  or  Pbr- 

805AL  PBOrXRTY,  1,  2,  3,  4,  5. 
See  ASSIGNMBMT  rOR  THB  BBNBrXT 

or  Crbditobs,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8. 


GUARANTY. 

1.  A  surety,  who  guarantees  payment 
«  of  the  interest"  on  a  bond  for  the 
payment  of  money,  not  containing  any 
agreement  to  pay  interest,  is  liable 
for  interest  after  the  bond  becomef 
due  {Hamilton  agt.  Van  Rensselaer, 
anU,  192). 
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GUARDIAN. 

1.  "Where  a  former  guardian  receiTes 
from  bis  ward  %  gjsneral  power  of  at- 
iorney,  executed  soon  after  Uie  latter 
arrives  at  his  majority,  aitd  under 
such  power  takes  possession  of  the 
funds  of  the  ivard  and- appropriutea 
them  to  his  own  use,  he  is  liable  to 
arrest  for  not  paying  over  such  funds 
when  legally  called  upon,  notwith- 
standing such,  guardian  produces  a 
letter  from  his  ward  written  after  be 
became  of  lawful  ago,  but  previous  to 
the  execution  of  the  power  of  attor- 
ney, in  which  he  says,  **  if  you  want 
to  use  any  you  are  at  liberty  to  do 
Bu>'  (yyheelocii  agt.  SUwart,  aiUe, 
89). 

2.  The  power  of  attorney  did  not  confer 
the  right  to  use  the  money,  and  the 
defendant  was  precluded  from  elaim- 
ing  it  under  the  terms  of  the  previous 
letter,  as  the  power  of  attorney  had 
superseded  the  letter.  Besides  such 
contracts  between  a  former  guardian 
and  bis  ward,  though  made  aftur  the 
latter  bocomea  of  lawful  age,  scouring 
a  benefit  to  the  former,  are  jiuapicious, 
and  are  to  be  closely  scrutinized,  and 
generally  disregarded  by  the  courts 
(/d).      . 

See  Ihfaitts,  1>  2,  3,  4. 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 
See  CoRSTiTUTiONAL  Law,  1, 2,^,  4. 


INFANX3. 

1.  The  supreme  court  acquire*  jurisdic- 
tion of  proceedings  for  the  sale  of  the 
real  estate  of  infants,  on  their  appli- 
cation by  their  next  friend  oratly. 
The  form  of  the  application  is  of  no 
consequence  if  the  substance  is  given. 
The  material  question  is,  did  the  in- 
fants apply  by  their  next  friend 
(O^Reilly  agt.  King,  ante,  408). 

2.  The  fact  that  a  next  friend  ian  cre- 
ditor of  the  infants,  does  not  dis- 
qualify him  from  acting  in  that  capa- 
city, on  an  application  for  a  sale  of 
their  real  estate    (Id), 

3 .  And  where  the  next  friend  is  described 
as  being  the  uncle  of  the  infants,  and 
only  male  relatire  of  full  age,  he  is 
by  such  relation  a  suitable  person*  to 
apply  for  a  sale  cf  the  infanta*  real 
•state  (Jd).' 

4.  An  objection  that  the  special  guardian 
of  the  infants  entered  into  a  contract 
of  sale  conjointly  with  the  adult  own- 


ers, and  that  the  deed  tendered  to  the 
plaintiff,  was  in  like  manner  exeented 
by  tl:e  guardian  jointly  with  the  other 
owners,  was  without  foundation.  That 
other  parties  owning  other  interests 
joined  in  the  same  contract  and  deed, 
could  not  deprive  either  instrument  of 
ita  binding  effect  upon  all  ooncerned 
(id). 

INJUNCTION. 

1.  Where  an  injunction  order  aonred, 
is  definite  and  peremptory,  the  de- 
fendant must  obey  it,  or  at  once  pro- 
cure an  alteration  or  dissolution  of  it 
(under  §  2)24  of  the  Code) .  If  he  fails 
to  do  either,  an  attachment  for  eon- 
tempt  will  iwne  against  him  (MeCar- 
del  agt.  Peck,  ante,  120). 

2.  An  injunction  should  not  be  granted 
upon  the  mere  veri/ication  of  the  com- 
plaint. Nor  upon  statements  on  in- 
formation and  belief  without  ab owing 

the  source  of  information.  It  ia  only 
where  the  verification  of  the  coinpUiot 
is  positive  that  it  will  suffice  aa  ao 
ajjidavit  {Hecker  agt.  Mayor,  4re.,  qT 
Hew  Yor'A,  ante,  211). 

3.  An  ir}junction  will  isane  to  reatraia 
a  defendant  from  uaing  or  running  bia 
factory  (steam  engine  for  marble  work) 
which  he  has  built  cloaely  adjoining 
the  plaintiff's  promises,  where  it  is 
shown  that  the  plaintiff's  premisea  are 
injured  by  the  vibration  of  the  defeod- 
ant'a  building  when  the  maehinery  ia 
in  motion  (McKeon  agt.  Lea,  aaU, 
238). 

4.  Where  an  action  is  brought  to  annul 
and  set  aside  an  assignment  made  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  as  illegal  and 
Toid,  and  an  injunctu>n  is  isaued  and 
served  upon  the  defendants,  including 
the  assignors  and  their  assignee,  eom- 
manding  the  assignee,  his  agents,  aer- 
vants,  attorneys  and  all  persons  acting 
under  him,  to  refrain  and  desist  froia 
disturbing,  holding  puasession  of>  or 
interfering  in  any  manner  with  the 
property  and  effects  of  the  aasignors, 
or  any  part  or  portion  of  the  same,  it 
is  a  violation  of  the  injunction  and  a 
eontempt  of  the  court,  for  the  asaigneo 
thereafter  to  bring  actions  against  the 
plainUffs  and  others  tp  collect  ohoaca 
in  action  belonging  to  the  aaaignon 
(SmUh  agt.  Jfew  York  Coneolidated 
Stage  Co.,  ante,  277). 

&.  As  a  general  rule,  a  court  of  equity 
will,  not  restrain  by  injunction,  the 
commission  of  an  ordinary  tort  or  tres- 
pass {Sixth  Av,  R.  R,  Co.  agt.  Kfrr^ 
ante,  383). 
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6.  The  threatened  trespass  mast  be  soeh 
as  cannot  be  compensated  in  damages 
at  law,  or  it  must  be  irreparable,  to 
an  thorite  an  interference  by  injano- 
tion  (Id). 

7.  A  preliminary  injunetion  had  been 
granted  to  prevent  the  use  of  the 
plaintiff's  road,  and  the  defendants 
tnstUttted  legal  proceedings  to  have 
the  amount  of  compensation  for  saeh 
nse  asoertaioed,  which  were  resisted 
by  the  plaintiffs  (Id). 

8.  Held,  that  the  injunction  should  be 
dissolved  eyen  though  it  should  be 
conceded  that  the  threatened  use  of 
the  plaintilTs  road  by  the  defendants 
would  be  technically  a  constantly  re- 
curring grievance)  or  a  continuing 
trespass.  At  all  events  the  injunetion 
should  be  refused  till  the  ilnal  hearing, 
when  the  subject  of  compensation  can 
be  considered  (Id), 

ft.  The  statutory  privilege  to  use  a  rail- 
road, it  must  be  presumed,  is  granted 
from  public  motives  and  for  the  public 
ffood,  and  the  public,  therefore,  must 
be  presumed  to  be  interested  in  the 
speedy  and  constant  exercise  of  this 
prinlege  (Id). 

10.  An  injunetion  dissolved  on  the 
grounds:  1.  That  the  affidavit  and 
papers  upon  which  it  was  granted  were 
ilUgible  (Johnson  agt.  Casey,  anU,' 
492). 

11.  2.  That  the  injunction  had  not  been 
served  on  the  d^endant  personally 
(Id). 

12.  8.  That  the  papers  bad  not  been 
filed  as  required  by  the  rule  of  court 
(Id). 

13.  It  is  no  answer  to  the  application 
for  an  injunction,  that  the  wrong  oom- 
plained  of  is  a  public  nuisance,  if  it 
subjects  the  plaintiff  to  a  special 
injury,  not  common  to  the  public  (Mil' 
hau  ugi.  Sharp,  27  N.  Y.  R.  Oil). 

14.  The  finding  of  a  fact,  that  a  proposed 
railroad  '*  will  be  specially  injurious 
to  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  and 
other  property  similarly  situated, =' 
construed  as  shoiving  a  special  and 
direct  injury  to  each  of  the  plaintiffs 
in  severiilty,  not  a  remote  one,  and 
not  merely  a  common  or  public  nui- 
sance (Id). 

See  Summary  pROcssDiiias,  1. 
6ae  Tradb  Mask,  1,  2,  3,  4. 
See  ApFiHiTT,  1»  2,  3. 


INSURANCE. 

1.  An  application  for  the  insurance 
against  fire  of  certain  engravings, 
similar  in  all  respects  to  others  on 
which  the  insurer  bad  recently  issued 
a  policy  to  the  same  applicant,  was 
made  on  Saturday :  the  parties  agreed 
verbally  upon  all  the  terms  of  such 
.insurance  except  the  rate  of  premium ; 
the  previous  insurance  was  mentioned 
in  the  conversation,  and  the  insurer 
promised  to  make  out  a  policy  and 
send  to  the  assured  on  the  next  Mon- 
day teorning.  Held,  that  a  jury 
might  well  find  a  present  contract  to 
insure  at  the  former  rate  of  premium, 
and  to  furnish  the  written  evidence  on 
Monday,  which  authorized  a  recovery 
for  a  loss  happening  on  the  interven- 
ing Sunday  (Altdnbon  agt.  Excelsior 
Ins.  Co.  27,  A'.  Y.  R.  210). 

2.  Evidence  that  the  insurers  were 
unacquainted  with  the  manner  in 
which  the  building  was  occupied 
where  the  insured  property  was 
located  is  too  remote  to  affect  the 
question  whether  they  made  the  eon« 
tract,  and  Immaterial  if  they  actuallj 
made  it  (Id). 

3.  In  determining  the  question  whether 
the  insurer  positively  undertook  to  in- 
sure, or  stilted  that  he  would  see 
about  it,  the  jury  are  authorised  to 
consider  the  probability  of  the  appli- 
cant's being  satisfied  with  the  latter 
answer  (Id). 

4.  When  a  creditor  procures  an  insur- 
ance upon  the  life  of  his  debtor,  his 
insurable  interest  continues,  although 
the  statute  of  limitntions  would  have 
barred  his  action,  if  pleaded,  before 
the  debtor's  death  (Rawls  agt.  Amer^ 
ican  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  27,  N.  Y. 
R.  282). 

5.  It  seems  that  the  contract  of  life  in- 
surance is  not  one  for  indemnity 
merely,  and  that  if  the  insured  had 
an  interest  in  the  duration  of  the  life 
when  he  took  the  policy,  he  may  re- 
cover, though  that interesthas ceased: 
Per  Wbiqht,  J  (Id). 

0.  Where  the  insurer  pleads  the  falsity 
of  representations  as  to  the  health  of 
the  party  whose  life  is  insured,  evi- 
dence is  admissible  from  the  plaintiff 
as  to  his  health  prior  to  the  application 
for  the  policy  (Id). 

7.  The  admission  of  such  party,  made 
after  the  plaintiff  obtained  thepoltoy> 
that  his  own  habitawere  intemperate^ 
is  inadmissible  (Id). 

8.  Proof  is  inadmissible  that  a  perton 
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addieied  to  intoxioating  drink  ia  not 
regarded  m  an  insurable  mbjeei  by 
persons  engaged  in  the  bosiness  of  life 
insarance  (Jo). 

9.  When  a  person,  who  bad  signed  writ- 
ten statements  in  respeot  to  the  health 
of  the  partj,  stated  as  a  witness  that 
he  bad  no  recolleotion  of  having  done 
so,  it  is  competent  for  the  plaintilT  to 
prore  that  such  statement  was  read  to 
him,  for  the  purpose  of  repelling  any 
presumption  of  fraud  in  obtaining  hii 
statement  (Id). 

10.  So  it  is  competent  to  prore  by  a 
physician,  who  made  a  written  state- 
ment'  the  truth  of  which  was  in  iasue, 
that  he  made  the  statement  in  good 
faith  (Id). 

11.  It  is  not  competent  to  eall  for  the 
opinion  of  physicians,  who  had  made 
sutements  in  respect  to  the  party  in- 
sured, whether,  if  they  had  known 
that  he  habitually  indulged  in  intoxi- 
cating drink,  they  would  have  re- 
garded that  practice  as  impairing  his 
constitution,  or  of  the  examining 
physician,  in  behalf  of  the  insurers, 
whether,  with  like  knowledge,  he 
would  have  regarded  the  life  as 
healthy  and  the  risk  good  (Id), 

12.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  giro  in 
evidence  all  the  papers  on  which  the 
insurers  acted  when  they  granted  the 
policy  (Id), 

13.  A  statement  procured  by  the  insurer 
in  respect  to  the  life  insured,  from  a 
third  party  named  by  the  person 
whose  life  is  insured,  but  the  contents 
of  such  statement  not  known  to  him  or 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  not  furnished  as  a 
part  of  tbe  application,  is  not  a  war- 
ranty (Id). 

14.  When  all  the  questions  put  to  the 
parties  desiring  the  insurance  are 
fully  answered,  it  is  not  a  fraudulent 
ooncealment  if  they  omit  to  state 
facts,  though  material  to  the  risk, 
not  called  for  by  any  specific  or  gen- 
eral question  (Id), 

See  ExBCVTORS  Avn  Admihistba- 
T0K3,  5,  6,  7,  8,  tf. 


INSURANCE  COMPANIES. 

1.  Chapter  412  of  1862,  providing  for 
the  settlement  by  a  reference  of  con- 
troversies between  the  receiver  of  an 
insolvent  mutual  insurance  company 
and  its  members  or  stockholders,  is 
constitutional  (Smith  agt.  Kimbark, 
27,  N.  Y,  R.  147). 


2.  Such  controversies  respeettng  th«  ad- 
justment and  administration  of  a 
^uasi  trust  fund,  in  which  a  multitude 
of  persons  are  concerned  aa  contriba- 
tors  and  distributees,  have,  by  the 
customary  law  of  this  State,  antece- 
dent to  the  constitutional  proviooa 
for  pieserving  trial  by  jury,  Men  re- 
garded aa  of  equitable  and  summary 
cognisance,  and  are  not  among  the 
oases  in  which  the  trial  by  inry  has 
been  heretofore  used  so  aa  to  be  fast- 
ened among  rights  to  remain  invio- 
late (Id), 

3.  To  authorise  an  aasesament,  and  a 
referenoe  to  enforce  the  same,  Uiere 
must  be  evidence  of  losses  sustained 
by  the  company  other  than  a  mere 
sUtement  thereof  in  an  aflidartt  of 
the  receiver — such  as  proof  of  judg- 
ments recovered  against  the  oorpora- 
tion;  the  presentment  and  allowance 
of  claims;  or  other  evidence  which 
would  conclude  the  corporation  if  it 
continued  in  business  (Id). 


INTERPLEADEB. 

1.  An  action  to  recover  vhatfage  ia  an 
action  for  a  mere  money  d^tand.  And 
in  such  an  action  third  persona  have 
no  right  by  which  they  can  ask  the 
court  to  be  made  parties  for  the  set- 
tlement of  a  claim  of  the  plaialiff 
against  the  defendant,  without  being 
asked  to  be  made  parties  by  either  the 
plaintiff  or  the  defendant  (I^Umi 
agt.  Murray,  ante,  243). 

2.  Section  122  of  the  Code  is  confined  to 
actions  for  the  recovery  of  real  er 
specific  personal  property,  but  not  to 
an  action  for  the  recoTcry  of  money 
(«). 

3.  Where,  immediately  after  goods  have 
been  placed  in  charge  of  eoHWum  ear- 
ri9r»,  for  transportation,  two  different 
parties,  with  distinct  and  separate  ia- 
terests,  present  themselves  as  claim- 
ants of  the  goods,  one  of  which  brings 
an  action  against  the  carriers,  for  tbe 
recovery  of  the  goods,  and  the  other 
threatens  an  action,  it  is  a  proper  case 
for  a  bill  of  interpleader  by  the  de- 
fendants under  section  122  of  tbe  Code 
(Schuyler  agt.  Hargout,  ante,  245). 

4.  Where  all  the  parties  in  such  ease 
consent,  tbe  eheaiiff  may  allow  the  ship 
to  proceed  on  her  voyage  and  have  the 
iroods  sold  in  a  distant  port,  and  the 
proceeds  brought  here  and  depoaited 
in  court,  which  will  be  a  valid  pretee- 
tion  to  the  sheriff  for  the  nle  of  tha 
ffooda  (Id). 
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6.  An  action  for  an  interpUadtr  noder 
tho  Code,  mast  take  the  same  conne 
and  be  governed  by  the  same  roles 
which  ooDtrollod  in  ohnnoerj  in  snch 
cases.  No  order  granting  the  relief 
prayed  for  can  be  made  until  after  the 
defendants  have  failed  either  to  i^emur 
or  answer  within  the  time  allowed  by 
the  Code  for  an  answer  or  demurrer  to 
be  served  (  fVashington  Ltfe  Im.  Co, 
agt.  Lawrence,  ante,  435). 

See  Bailib  and  Bailob,  1,  2. 

JOINDER  OF  CAUSES  OF  ACTION. 
See  Cai78B  of  AcTiOHy  1^  2,  3. 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANIES. 

1.  An  action  by  a  shareholder  qf  an 
unincorporated  joint  stock  company 
against  a  defendant  as  the  president 
and  treasurer  of  the  company,  to 
compel  an  accounting  of  the  whole 
property,  and  an  investigation  into  its 
whole  affairs  and  business,  cannot  be 
sustained  without  making  all  the 
shareholders  parties;  or  unless  com- 
menced by  the  plaintiff  for  the  benefit 
of  all  others  standing  in  the  same 
situation,  as  well  as  for  himself 
{Worth ngi.  Radde,  antCy  230). 

2.  A  cause  of  action  against  a  defend- 
ant, under  a  contract  made  by  him 
individually,  for  a  specific  sum  of  mo- 
ney, cannot  be  joined  with  a  cause 
of  action  against  him  as  the  president 
or  trustee  of  an  association  {Id) . 

8.  Neither  can  the  claim  against  the 
defendant  alone,  be  united  with  causes 
of  action  against  him  and  others  joint- 
ly. The  causes  of  action  must  not 
only  all  belong  to  one  of  the  enume- 
rated classes  under  section  107,  but 
all  must  affect  all  the  parties  to  it 
(Id), 

4.  Where  several  individuals  subscribed 
for  the  stock  of  a  steamship  company, 
which,  as  alleged,  never  became  legally 
organised,  and  the  money  paid  in  was 
all  used  to  build  a  ship  which  was  in- 
tended to  be  run  for  the  benefit  of  the 
company;  and  where  a  majority  of 
the  tfubscribers  organised  a  new  steam- 
ship company,  and  registered  the  ship 
as  belonging  to  it,  and  the  latter  com- 
pany sold  the  ship  and  retained  the 
proceeds  (Dygeman  agt.  Valiente, 
ante,  346). 

h.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a 
subscriber  to  the  original  company, 
but  was  not  included  in  the  new  oom- 
pany>  was  entitled  as  a  stoekholdery  i 


or  at  least  as  a  partner,  to  an  accomtf- 
ingfor  the  proceeds  qf  the  vessel,  from 
those  of  his  fellow  subscribers  who 
had  participated  in  its  sale  {Id). 

See  Tbustebs,  1. 

JUDGMENT. 

1.  The  court  has  the  power  to  direct 
an  entry  to  be  made  by  the  clerk  on 
the  docket  of  the  judgment  « se- 
cured by  appeal ''  upon  such  terms  as 
it  may  deem  fit,  and  by  requiring  that 
an  additional  surety  be  given,  is  clearly 
within  the  provision  of  section  282  of 
the  Code  ( Beyenngt,  Stewart,  ante,  6). 

2.  The  provision  of  the  69th  section  of 
the  district  court  act  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  are  directory  merely.  They 
Impose  a  mere  ministerial  duty  upon 
the  clerks  of  those  courts,  the  omis- 
sion to  perform  which  would  not  in- 
ralidate  a  judgment  which  bad  been 
regularly  recovered;  although  the 
docket  and  a  transcript  is  made  evi- 
dence, there  is  nothing  in  the  act 
which  makes  it  the  only  evidenoe. 
And  if  the  clerk  should  wholly  neglect 
to  make  up  his  docket,  the  plaintiff  in 
any  suit  or  proceeding  where  itbecaoks 
necessary,  could  prove  by  other  eoi" 
dence  the  recovering  of  his  judgment 
( CorpsA^er  agt.  Simmons,  ante,  12). 

3.  A  motion  may  be  made  at  a  special 
term  to  modify  a  judgment,  after  final 
Judgment  has  beeen  entered  {Butler 
agt.  Niles,  ante,  181). 

4.  The  mere  oral  announcement  of 
"judgment  qf  affirmance'*  by  the 
general  term,  and  the  entry  of  sneh 
decision  in  the  minutes  of  the  elerk» 
is  noK  such  a  judgment  of  the  general 
term  as  will  authorize  action  under  it. 
A  formal  judgment,  which  embraces 
the  decision,  and  which  becomes  a 
permaneat  record  of  the  court,  must 
be  entered  by  the  clerk,  and  such 
judgment  only,  removes  the  stay  qf 
proceedings  from  the  judgment  ap- 
pealed from  {Bowman  ng^.  TaUman, 
ante,  481) 

5.  Upon  a  motion  by  a  subsequent  judg- 
ment creditor  to  set  aside  judgmenta 
confessed  by  his  debtor  under  section 
383  of  the  Code,  the  court  may  allow 
an  amendment  supporting  the  judg- 
ment by  the  signing  and  verifying  a 
new  statement  stating  the  facts  more 
specifically  {MitcheUngi,  Van  Bureih 
27  N.  Y,  JK.  300). 

6.  A  statement  held  sufficient  to  support 
a  judgment  by  confession,  that  *<  tba 
indebtedness  arose  on  the  sale  and 
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eonyeymDoe  by  tho  plainiiff  to  tbe  de 
fendtint  of  his  interest"  in  cortain 
partnen^ip  property,  though  it  did  not 
show  how  tho  plaintiff  was  oonoected 
with  the  firmi  or  what  was  his  inte- 
rest, or^  otherwise  than  by  the  words 
?[uoted,  that  the  sum  confessed  was 
Or  the  price  of  the  interest  sold 
i Thompson  agt.  Van  Vtchlen,  27  N, 
\  R,  568). 

See  District  Courts,  2,  3,  4. 

See  Referess  and  Reports,  S,  4. 


JURISDICTION. 

1«  Can  this  oonrt  nt  a  general  term,  in 
an  action  which  arose  in  their  district, 
on  setting  aside  a  default  on  appoal  in 
the  action,  which  was  taken  at  a 
general  term  of  an  adjoining  district, 
and  directing  that  the  cause  be  heard 
OB  the  appeal  at  the  next  general  term 
in  the  farmer  dittrict,  which  motion 
was  oppjosed,  deprive  the  court  in  the 
latter  dietriet  from  hearing  the  appeal, 
when  it  is  regularly  noticed  in  the 
latter  court?  (Brolherson  agt*  Con- 
talus,  ante,  117.) 

S.  In  other  words,  does  tbe  order  of  one 
general  term  which  is  granted  on  op- 
position, setting  aside  the  default 
taken  at  another  general  term  in  an 
adjoining  district,  where  the  cause 
was  regularly  noticed,  and  directing 
the  appeal  to  be  heard  in  the  district 
where  the  order  is  made,  per  se  stay 
the  hearing  of  the  appeal  in  the 
adjoining  district?  {Id), 

8.  Writs  of  prohibition  are  granted  by 
the  superior  courts  of  England,  and  in 
this  state  by  the  supreme  court  alone, 
to  prevent  inferior  courts  from  exceed- 
ing their  jurisdiction,  or  to  prevent 
the  usurpation  of  jurisdiction.  But 
this  court  cannot  issue  the  writ  to  de- 

*  prire  an  inferior  court  of  a  jurisdic- 
tion which  the  law  in  its  wisdom  hns 
thought  proper  to  give  it  (People  agt. 
The  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  ante, 
477). 

4.  The  court  of  common  pleas  for  tho 
city  and  county  of  New  York  is  in- 
trusted with  equity  powers  as  amply 
as  this  court,  to  entertain  jurisdiction 
of  an  action  to  set  aside  as  fraudulent, 
an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  cre- 
ditorS)  and  to  enjoin  the  assignee  from 
holding  possession  of  or  interfering 
with  the  assigned  property  and  effecls 
(Id), 

k.  After  notice  of  appeal  is  served  and 
iha  proper  undertaking  perfected^  thi^ 


oonrt  is  so  far  possessed  of  the  eanM 
as  to  be  competent  to  make  any  ne- 
cessary t)rder;  s.  g.,  to  dismiss  tho 
appeal;  although  the  return  of  tho 
subordinate  court  has  not  been  filed 
(Adarn^  agt  Fox,  27  N.  F.  B.  640). 

See  Coxstitutiokal  Law,  1, 2«  3, 4. 
Seo  Arrest,  4,  5. 
See  Affixitt,  I,  2,  3. 
Seo  Affidavits,  2,  3>  5. 


JUSTICES'  COURTS. 

1 .  Before  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  autho- 
rised to  proceed  with  tho  action  in 
which  an  attachment  has  been  issued, 
it  is  necessary  that  he  should  have  tbe 
officer *s  return  to  the  attachment, 
showing  a  service  of  it  in  the  manner 
provided  for  by  the  statute.  It  is  the 
only  manner  in  which  the  justice  can 
ncqnire  jurisdiction.  The  return  of 
the  oflioer  is  the  evidence  to  be  fur- 
nished to  the  justice  that  the  statote 
bos  been  complied  with  (  Williams ngU 
Uarnaman,  ante,  59). 

2.  Whore  tho  defendant  has  had  no 
personal  notice  of  the  suit,  by  the 
service  of  the  attachment  upon  him,  it 
is  vitally  important  that  tho  different 
step?  prescribed  by  the  statute  should 
be  accurately  followed  (Id). 

3.  Where  the  return  of  the  constable 
stated  *'  that  a  copy  of  the  attachment 
was  left  with  Barnaman's  (defendant  s) 
wife,  at  Martinsville,  as  defendant 
cannot  be  found  in  this  county.'*  with- 
out an  inventory,  or  any  statement 
that  the  property  had  been  seised  un- 
der it:  Held,  that  the  return  was  so 
fatally  defective,  ns  not  to  afford  any 

protection  to  tho  plaintiff  in  the  sals 
he  afterwards  made  of  tbe  property 
under  an  execution  upon  the  judgment 
recovered  in  that  suit  (Id), 

4.  The  rule  is  well  settled,  that  where 
a  statute  prescribes  a  new  mode  of 
proceeding,  either  unknown  to  tbe 
common  law,  or  contrary  thereto,  the 
statute,  so  far  at  least  as  those  parts 
of  it  essential  to  jurisdiction  are  con- 
cerned, must  be  not  only  pmved,  bat 
shown  to  have  been  strictly  pursued, 
or  tho  proceeding  will  be  held  a  nullitw. 
The  same  rule  applies  to  courts  of 
limited  and  special  juriadietion,  as 
justices*  courts.  Nothing  is  prvsumod 
in  their  favor  so  far  as  it  respects  ja- 
risdiotlon:  and  tho  party  socking  to 
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mvftil  faiOMelf  of  their  judgments  miut 
show  aflSrmativolj  that  they  hud  jnris- 
diotiou  {Id), 

See  AppsAi'f  8»  9. 
See  SBRViCBy  1. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  Where  a  tenant  holding  over,  is  lia- 
ble to  be  dtMpotsessed  by  rirtue  of  a 
warraDt  regularly  issued  against  him 
by  an  incoming  tenant,  the  latter  is 
not  linble  for  assisting  at  the  request 
of  the  coostabley  to  remove  the  goods 
in  a  careful  and  proper  manner, 
although  the  day  may  be  rainy,  and 
the  goods  are  put  out  in  Ihe  rain,  and 
OS  alleged,  suffered  injury  (Higgert,' 
hothem  agt.  LoweTibein,  ante,  221). 

2.  A  warrant  of  dispossession  properly 
and  regularly  issued,  protects  all  who 
act  under  it«  unless  they  aot  wilfully 
and  maliciously.  And  the  law  does 
not  recognise  the  state  of  the  weather 
in  executing  such  a  warrant  (Id), 

3.  Where  an  unsafe,  dilapidated  build- 
ing falls  and  injures  the  property  of 
another  adjoining,  the  owner  of  such 
building  is  liable  for  suoh  injury, 
although  the  building  and  premises 
npon  which  it  stood  were  leased  to  a 
tenant,  reserving  rent.  Especially  is 
the  owner  liable  where  he  covenants 
in  the  lease  to  keep  the  premises  in 
repair  {Bensen  agt.  Suarez,  ante, 
511). 

4.  A  tenant  is  in  lawful  possession  of 
premises  where  he  has  the  actual  con- 
tent of  the  lessee  and  the  landlord, 

.although  there  is  a  clause  in  the  IcadC 
that  the  lessee  shall  not  under- let 
without  the  consent  of  the  lessor  in 
icrUing  {Id), 

LIEN. 

1.  A  promise  by  the  defendants  to  hold' 
the  proceeds  of  certain  goods  for  the 
benefit  of  the  plaintiffs,  does  not  give 
ihe  plaintiffs  a  specific  lien  on  the 
goods  themselves.  And  if  the  de- 
fendants, instead  of  selling  the  goods 
for  cash  and  remitting  the  proceeds  to 
the  plaintiffs,  appropriated  them  to 
tho  payment  of  their  debts,  the  plain- 
tiffs would  have  no  more  right  to  fol- 
low them  into  the  possession  of  the 
creditors,  than  they  would  have  to 
follow  the  proceeds  in  case  the  defend- 
ants sold  the  goods  for  cash  and  ap- 
propriated the  money  to  the  payifient 
of  the  same  debts.  In  either  case  it 
is  alike  merely  a  violation  of  a  prom- 


ise, for  which  they  are  personally  re- 
sponsible to  the  plaintiffs  {Gibson  agt. 
Stone,  ante,  468). 

2.  In  order  to  constitute  an  equitable 
assignment  of  the  goods  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, they  must  show  an  interU  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants  to  surrender  all 
control  over  the  goods  (Id), 

3.  The  lien  acquired  by  the  levy  of  an 
attachment  under  the  Code,  even  on 
chattels  alleged  to  have  Men  fraudu- 
lently assigned,  will  not  a/one  author- 
ice  an  action  to  set  aside  the  assign- 
ment as  fraudulent,  either  before  or 
after  judgment  in  the  attachment  suit 
(Mechanics*  and  Traders*  Bank  agt. 
Dakin,  ante,  502). 

4.  Any  party  having  a  lien  on  a  chattel 
may  avoid  for  usury  a  mortgage  claim- 
ing priority  (Thompson  dgt.  Van 
Vechten,  27,  N,  Y,  R,  568). 

See  Mechanics'  Likn. 
See  Crbditob's  Suit,  7,  8^ 

LIS  PENDENS. 

1.  Where  a  plaintiff  flies  a  notice  qf  lis 
pendens  in  an  attachment  suit  affecting 
real  estate,  it  is  improper  to  include 
therein  any  real  property  which  the 
sheriff  has  not  levied  upon  under  the 
attachment.  And  where  suoh  notice 
includes  other  premises  than  those 
levied  upon,  it  will  be  held  inopera- 
tive OS  to  such  additicnal  premises 
{Fitzgerald  agt.  Blake,  ante,  110). 

MANDAMUS. 

1.  Where  an  alternative  tcrit  of  manda- 
mus is  granted,  a  return  made  there- 
to, and  issues  of  fact  joined  thereon, 
the  case  becomes  an  action  under  the 
Code,  and  is  not  a  special  proceeding 
(People  ex  rel,  Lutnley  agt.  Lewis, 
ante,  159). 

2.  Costs  in  actions  of  mandamus  are  not 
'  affected  by  the  fee  bills  of  1840,  or  the 

Code,  and  are  still  to  be  taxed  under 
the  fee  bill  contained  in  the  Revised 
Statutes  (Id), 

3.  Whore  a  return  has  been  made  to  an 
alternative  writ  of  mandamus,  and 
issues  are  joined  thereon,  the  case  be- 
comes an  action  under  the  Code,  as 
distinguished  from  a  special  proceed- 
ing (affirming  decision  of  the  general 
term,  ante,  159)  (Id,  470). 

4.  The  law  requiring  the  canal  contract- 
ing board  to  award  contracts  for  re- 
pairs to  "  the  lowest  bidder  who  will 
give  adequate  •eonrlty,*'  and  it  haT* 
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ing  mikde  an  award,  a  lower  bidder 
who  bofi  given  the  seouritj  required  if 
not  entitled  to  a  mandamus  {People 
exrel,  lielden  agt.  The  Contraeitng 
Board,  27  N.  V,  R.  878). 
5.  Tboagh  tbe  praetioe  of  iasning  a  per> 
emptorj  mandamus  in  the  first  in- 
stanoe  \a  not  to  be  commended,  it  is 
within  the  power  of  the  court;  and  the 
oitjeetion,  that  an  oltemative  writ 
should  hive  first  issued^  is  not  avail- 
able on  error  (Id)* 


MARRIED  WOMEN^. 
1.  Where  tbe  platntiif,  a.confeetioner, 
in  1859,  at  the  request  of  a  married 
woman,  whom  he  knew  to  hare  a 
separate  estate,  furnished  her  with 
articles  for  a  wedding  supper  on  the 
occasion  of  the  marriage  of  her  daugh- 
ter, and  subsequently  she  repeatedly 
promised  to  pay  the  debt  out  of  her 
separate  estate :  Held,  that  her  estate 
was  not  liable  for  the  debt  (  While  agt, 

•      Slory,  ante,  173). 

'  2.  Because,  1st.  There  was  no  evidence 
of  an  intent  to  charge  her  separate 
estate  elated  in  the  contract  {Id). 
8.  2d.  Tbe  consideration  for  the  debt 
did  not  go  to  the  direct  ben^  of  her 
separate  estate  (Sdtherland,  J., 
dissenting)  (Id). 
4.  Where  a  married  voman  by  the  terms 
of  a  trust  crented  for  her  benefit  under 
a  will,  is  to  have  the  income  of  a  cer- 
tain fund  and  real  estate  during  her 
life,  for  her  sole  and  separate  use^  her 
Itusband  hns  no  vested  right  to,  or  in- 
terest in  the  income,  or  her  savings 
out  of  the  income  during  her  life,  al- 
though the  marriage  took  place  pre- 
vious to  the  acts  of  1848  and  1849.  By 
such  marriage  he  acquired  no  vested 
rights  which  could  not  be  interfered 
with  or  taken  away  by  his  wife's  will 
under  these  acts  (Rieben  agt.  VVhile, 
ante,  820). 
6.  After  the  statutes  of  1848  and  1849, 
and  independently  of  ch.  90  of  1860, 
a  married  woman  migh^ acquire  the 
title  to  real  or  personal  property  by 
buying  the  same  upon  credit,  and  no 
interest  therein  woald  pass  to  her  hus- 
I)and  whether  she  had  antecedently 
any  separate  estate  or  not.  If  the 
vendor  would  lake  the  risk  of  payment, 
the  transfer  was  perfect  {Knapp  agt. 
SmUh  et  aL  27  N,  Y,  R.  277). 
6.  Having  thus  obtained  property,  she 
could  manage  it  by  the  agency  of  her 
husband  or  any  other,  and  bold  the 
profitN  and  increase  to  her  separate 
m  {Id). 


7.  6o  held  where  tbe  wife  of  an  iaaol> 
vent  in  1851  bonght  eaUU  which  had 
been  his  from  his  assignees,  giviag  bcr 
promissory  notes  for  the  price,  ami 
purchased  the  farm,  for  tbe  eonvey- 
ance  of  which  he  had  an  exeeatory 
contract,  which  was  abandoned,  she 
mortgaging  it  asseenrity  for  the  price, 
and  subsequently  employing  her  hus- 
band to  manage  the  farm,  the  ease 
being  free  from  fraud  {Id). 

8.  Evidence  by  an  assamed  principsJ 
that  her  husband  was  acting  as  her 
agent,  and  the  inquiry  of  another  wit- 
ness whether  the  wife  bad  been  in 
possession  of  a  farm  on  which  she  and 
ner  husband  lived,  are  not  objection- 
able on  the  ground  of  involving  l^al 
oonelnsions  {Id) . 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

1 .  A  master  is  not  liable  for  injuries  to 
his  servant  while  using  machinery  in 
the  employment  of  the  master,  if  the 
servant  has  the  same  means  of  know- 
ledge of  its  safety  as  the  master ;  and 
at  or  before  the  time  the  accident 
occurred  there  was  nothing  to  iodieate 
any  danger  such  as  demanded  or  sag- 
gested  precautions  which  were  omitted 
{Loonam  agt.  Brockway,  ante,  472). 

MECHANIC'S  LIEN. 

1.  An  owner  of  a  building  who  has  in 
good  faith  paid  the  contractor  in  full, 
according  to  the  terms  of  his  contract, 
for  the  erection  of  such  building,  is 
not  liable  to  sub -contractors,  laborers 
or  persons  furnishing  materials,  who 
have  filed  the  necessary  notices  lor  the 
purpose  of  acquiring  liens  within  the 
time  required  by  the  act  of  18u4,  bat 
after  the  contractor  had  frcea  paid  in 
full  {Thompson ngi.  Yates, ante^UZ). 

MORTOAQB. 

1.  A  mortgnge,  duly  recorded,  is  not 
void,  as  to  purchasers  or  creditors,  for 
uncertninty,  when,  being  conditioned 
to  :secure  liabilities  already  incurred, 
it  does  not  specify  the  amount  ( FMiagt 
agt.  Wilson,  27  If.  Y,  R.  851). 

MORTOAQE  OF  CHATTELS. 

1.  A  chattel  mortgage,  which,  after 
enumerating  the  goods  mortgaged, 
eontains  a  clause  in  the  following  form, 
is  void  as  to  creditora — to  wit:  *'And 
also  all  other  goods,  chattels,  le., 
which  may  be  snbetituted  for  any 
similar  property  now  appertaining  to 
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ibe  business  of  sftid  firm>  or  belonging 
to  said  firm,  at  said  store  and  shop,  or 
which  may  bo  added  by  way  of  par- 
chase  or  exchange)  thereto.  It  being 
intended  and  declared  that  sll  the 
property,  stoclc,  tools  and  fixtures, 
which  may  at  any  time  form  part  of 
and  belong  to  said  business  of  said 
firm  of  T —  A  Co.-,  at  the  premises 
aforesaid,  whether  the  same  be  now 
in  existence,  or  hereafter  created  or 
acquired,  shall  be  and  is  included  in, 
oovered  and  conveyed  by  the  foregoing 
mortgage "  {Carpenter  agt.  Simmona, 
ante,  12). 

2.  A  plaintiff  in  a  judgment  and  execu- 
tion, who  purchases  merely  the  inte- 
rest of  the  defendants  in  the  property 
sold  on  the  execution,  is  not  estopped 
from  questioning  the  validity  of  a  prior 
chattel  mortgage  given  by  the  defend- 
ants on  such  property  (iJ)* 

3.  Where  the  evidence  showed  that  the 
defendant,  the  mortgagee  in  the  chat- 
tel mortgage,  had  seized  and  sold 
under  the  mortgage,  a  considerable 
amount  in  value  of  property  by  the 
mortgagors,  the  defendants  in  the  exe- 
cution, after  the  mortgage  was  made, 
and  which  the  plaintifi'  had  purchased 
at  the  sheriff's  sale,  and  it  appearing 
that  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was 
for  the  value  of  a  portion  only  of  the 
goods  taken,  without  designating  what 
portion,  the  court  would  assume  that 
the  verdiet  was  for  the  value  of  that 
portiun  of  the  goods  not  covered  by 
the  mortgage,  and  for  which  the 
plaintiff  was  dearly  entitled  to  recover 
(Id). 

4.  The  declarations  of  t^  parties  to  the 
mortgage  were  not  acNQissible  as  evi- 
dence to  sustain  the  mottgage  as 
against  a  judgment  creditor  (Id), 

6.  The  mortgagee  of  a  chattel  may,  it 
seems,  purchase  at  public  sale  and 
hold  it  for  his  own  benefit  and  free 
from  any  equity  of  redemption.  If 
otherwise,  the  purchase  is  good  at  law, 
and  is  in  equity  not  void  but  voidable 
only  at  the  election  of  the  mortgagor. 
The  purchase  cannot  be  impeached  in 
a  suit  to  which  the  mortgagor  is  not  a 
party  {Olcott  agt.  Tioga  Railroad 
Company,  27  N.  K.  R,  646). 

6.  A  chattel  mortgage  is  extinguished 
by  payment  made,  with  the  mort- 
gagor s  money,  by  one  who  purchased 
the  chattel  at  sheriff  s  sale  to  aid  the 
debtor  in  defrauding  his  oreditars 
^TKompeon  agt.  Van  Vechten,  27  iV. 
X.  it.  608). 


7.  Though  the  purchaser  bought  on  hia 
own  credit,  an  assignment  to  him  of 
the  mortgage  is  ineffectual  to  preserve 
its  lien  against  subsequent  existing 
incumbrances  even  for  money  paid  out 
by  him  to  complete  the  purchase  and 
protect  his  title  to  the  chattel  (Id). 

8.  A  precedent  debt  does  not  qualify  the 
mortgagee  of  a  chattel  as  one  in  good 
faith,  under  chapter  279  of  1833,  so 
as  to  entitle  him  to  question  a  prior 
mortgage  for  a  default  in  re -filing  it 
(Id). 

9.  A  mortgage  not  filed,  of  a  chattel  not 
delivered,  is  void  as  to  a  creditor  at 
large  whose  claim  accrues  while  the 
default  in  filing  continues,  though 
such  creditor  is  not  in  a  position  to 
raise  the  question  until  he  has  ob- 
tained judgment  or  process  against 
the  property  {Id). 

10.  The  right  to  a  preference  over  the 
unfiled  mortgage  attaches  itself  totha 
debt,  and  accompanies  it  when  trans- 
ferred by  the  negotiation  of  commer- 
cial paper  {Id). 

11.  Though  a  mortgagee  cannot  avail 
himself  of  the  omission  to  refile  unless 
he  became  such  during  the  continuance 
of  the  default,  it  is  otherwise  of  a 
general  creditor,  who  may  take  ad- 
vantage of  such  omission,  though  his 
right  accrued  previous  to  the  default 
{Id). 

12.  Any  party  having  a  lien  on  a  chattel 
may  avoid  for  usury  a  mortgage  claim- 
ing priority  {Id). 

MOTIONS. 

1.  Moiione  to  correct  the  calendar  at  the 
circuit,  should  be  made  on  the  first 
day  of  the  circuit,  which  generally 
occurs  on  Monday.  It  is  too  late  to 
make  such  motions  on  Thursday  of  tho 
first  week  of  the  oireait  {Anonymoue, 
ante,  394). 

2.  Motions  to  vacate  process  or  prooeed- 
ings  for  trregu/ari/y,  issued  or  taken 
in  a  cause,  must  be  made  at  the  first 
opportunity  after  the  irregularity  is 
discovered,  otherwise  the  irregularity 
will  be  deemed  to  be  waived  {Bowman 
agt.  TaUman,  ante,  482). 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS. 

1.  Under  the  ordinances  of  the  common 
council  of  the  city  of  New  York,  the 
whole  charge  and  supervision  of  dean- 
ing  the  etreete  of  the  city,  whether  by 
contract  or  otherwise,  is  delegated  to 
the  city  inepector  and  hii  iabordin*t« 


556 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICB  REPORTS. 


Digest. 


oflSoers,  to  be  performed  in  the  mode 
prescribed  by  law.  He  is  the  general 
agent  of  the  city,  who  within  the  dele- 
gated authority  is  authorised  to  bind 
them  (Hecker  agt.  Mayor,  ^e.,  of 
New  York,  ante,  211). 

2.  Nor  is  it  only  in  reference  to  the 
cleaning  of  the  streets  that  such 
power  is  conferred  upon  the  city  in- 
spcotor.  For  various  purposes  he  has 
authority  to  employ  men  to  work  for 
the  corporation,  cither  by  contract  or 
by  days  worlc  (Id), 

3.  All  these  varied  causes  of  employ- 
ment within  the  general  scope  of  his 
authority,  give  him  the  power  to  em- 
ploy men  for  those  purposes,  and 
when  so  employed  they  become  en- 
titled to  claim  from  the  city  compen- 
eation  for  the  services  they  may  ren- 
der {Id). 

4.  The  doctrine  of  ratification  applies 
to  municipal  corporations  as  well  as  to 
individuals.  And  where  the  corpora- 
tion of  the  city  of  New  York  not  only 
do  not  deny  their  liiibility,  but  ex- 
pressly ratify  and  confirm  the  acts  of 
the  city  inspector,  and  pass  resolutions 
to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the 
claims  of  the  workmen  and  laborers  em- 
ployed by  him,  such  claims  are  valid 
against  the  municipal  authorities  {Id). 

$.  The  corporation  of  the  city  of  New 
York  are  liable  to  be  sued  and  to  have 
judgment  rendered  against  them, 
although  no  nneans  have  been  pro- 
vided by  which  the  liabilities  can  be 
discharged  (Id), 

6.  No  act  of  the  legislature  appointing 
commissioners  to  perform  certain  du- 
ties in  and  for  the  city  of  New  York, 
is  binding  upon  the  city,  where  there 
is  no  acceptance  of  the  Mt  by  the  cor- 
poration (Var*.  Valkenburgh  agt. 
Mayor,  ^c,  of  New  York,  ante,  239). 

7.  The  aet  of  the  legislature  entitled 
**an  act  to  provide  for  compensating 
parties  whose  property  may  be  de- 
stroyed in  consequence  of  mobs  or 
rioU,"  passed  April  13th,  1855,  in  a 
valid  and  constitutional  act  of  legisla- 
tion (Darlington  agt.  Mayor,  ^rc  of 
New  York,  ante,  352;  Court  of  Ap- 
peals). 

8.  Judgments  rendered  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  that  act,  for  riot  dam- 
ages, have  the  same  force  against  the 
property  of  the  city  as  judgments  re- 
oovered  for  any  other  cause  of  aotion 
(Id). 

9.  The  property  owned  by  the  city  corpo- 
ration is  held  by  it  as  a  publio  oorpo- 


ration,  and  is  snbjeot  to  the  law- 
making power  of  the  state  Tested  ia 
the  legislature  (Id), 

10.  A  municipal  corporation  ia  not  lia- 
ble for  negligence  in  the  eonstnietioa 
of  a  publio  work^  although  s oeh  work 
was  done  under  a  contraet  dolj  exe- 
cuted  by  its  proper  authorities — and 

11.  Unless  it  affirmatively  appemn  titat 
an  owner  of  real  estate  in  makiac  a 
contract  for  the  improvement  of  bis 
property  by  the  erection  of  new  beild- 
ings  or  the  alteration  of  those  atrcedy 
erected,  has  required  some  improper 
act  to  be  done,  or  has  omitted  seme 
ordinary  or  proper  precaniioD,  he 
cannot  be  charged  with  improper  con- 
duct or  negligence,  and  is  not  liable 
for  the  consequences  of  negligence  ia 
the  prosecution  of  the  work  (Van 
Wert  agt.  The  City  qf  Brooklyn,  ante, 
451).     • 

12.  A  municipal  corporation  is  not  liable 
for  consequences  of  negligent  aeto  of 
firemen,  or  workmen  employed  by 
them  to  erect  buildings  on  properly  ci. 
the  city  oeeupied  by  an  engine  com- 
pany. Neither  the  fire  company  nor 
the  builders  are  the  agents  or  em- 
ployees of  the  city  for  sueh  purpose, 
nor  is  the  city  liable  for  their  acts  (Id). 

13.  The  fee  of  streets  acquired  by  the 
city  of  New  York  under  section  118  of 
the  act  of  1813  (2  R,  L.  409,)  is  held 
by  it  in  trust  for  the  publio  use  of  all 
the  people  of  the  state,  and  not  as  a 
corporate  or  municipal  property 
(PeopU  agt.  Ktrr,  27,  N.  Y.  R.  188). 

14.  Such  property  being  aeqnired  by 
the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent 
domain,  and  the  trust  of  the  city  be- 
ing pviblici  J^ris,  it  is  under  the  un- 
qualified control  of  the  legislatore, 
and  any  appropriation  of  it  to  a  public 
use  by  Icgi&lative  authority  is  not  a 
taking  of  private  property  so  as  to  re- 
al re  compensation  to  the  eitj  to  rea- 
ier  it  constitutional  (Id). 

15.  The  po^ibility  of  reverter  to  the 
owners  of  land  abutting  upon  the 
street,  after  its  public  uses  shall  have 
ceased,  is  not  a  property  constitution- 
ally exempt  from  nnrcmunerated  ap- 
propriation at  the  will  of  the  Govem- 
ernment.  Its  value,  if  any,  is  inap- 
preciable (Id) , 

16.  The  construction  of  a  city  railroad 
upon  the  surface  of  the  street,  withcnt 
change  of  grade,  is  an  appropriation 
to  publio  use  (Id). 

17.  The  corporate  authorities  of  the 
the  city  of  Now  York  have  no  power 
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to  confer  upon  individaals,  by  oon tract 
for  an  indefinite  period,  the  francbisc 
of  constructing  and  operating  a  rail- 
road in  the  public  streets,  ^r  their 
private  advantage  (Milhau  agt. 
Sharp,  27,  N.  Y.  R.  t\\), 
18.  The  powera  of  the  corporation,  in 
respect  to  the  control  and  regulation 
of^the  streets,  are  held  in  trust  for 
the  public  benefit,  and  cannot  be  abro- 
gated nor  delegated  to  private  par- 
lies  (W). 

10.  A  resolution  bj  the  common  council, 
authorizing  private  persons  to  con- 
struct and  operate  a  railond  upon  cer- 
tain conditions,  without  limitation  as 
to  time,  or  reserving  a  poorer  of  revo- 
cation, is  not  a  license  nor  an  act  of 
municipal  legislation  merely,  but  a 
contract,  which,  if  valid,  it  could  not 
abrogate  (Id) . 

20.  Such  a  contract,  if  valid,  convoyed, 
it  seems,  an  immediate  freehold  inter- 
est in  the  streets,  nnd  a  right  to  the 
exclusive  use  of  the  rails  to  be  laid 
upon  them,  in  perpetuity;  nnd  is  void 
because  it  would  deprive  the  corpora- 
tion of  its  power  to  control  and  regu- 
late such  use  (Id), 

See  Appeals,  18>  19. 

NEGLIGEKCE. 

1.  It  must  now  be  considered  as  settled 
in  this  state  that  common  carriers  may 
limit  their  liability  for  nes^ligence  in 
almost  any  respect  by  express  contract, 
for  such  cons<ideration  us  will  be  satis- 
factory to  the  psisscnger  or  freighter, 
and  that  such  contracts  are  not  against 
public  policy  (Lee  agt.  MarsJi,  ante, 
27  a). 

2.  Whore  a  common  oarrier  is  not  liable 
for  the  effects  of  an  accident  by  which 
a  part  of  bis  freight  of  JiVe  animals 
bavo  been  killed,  he  is  not  liabfe  for 
the  deliyery  of  the  dead  animals, 
where  his  contract  is  to  deliver  them 
alive  (Id). 

8.  A  miknicipal  corporation  is  not  liable 
for  negligence  in  the  construction  of  a 
public  work,  although  such  work  was 
done  under  a  contract  duly  executed 
by  its  proper  authorities— and 

4.  Unless  it  affirmatively  appears  that 
an  owner  of  real  estate  in  making  a 

•  contract  for  the  improvement  of  his 
property  by  the  erection  of  new  build- 
ings or  the  alteration  of  those  already 
erected,  has  required  some  improper 
act  to  bo  done,  or  has  omitted  some 
ordinary  or  proper  precaution,  he 
cannot  be  charged  with  improper  con- 


duct or  negligence,  and  is  not  liable 
for  the  consequences  of  negligence  in 
the  prosecution  of  the  work  (Van 
Wert  agt.  ^^  City  qf  Brooklyn,  arUe^ 
457). 

5.  A  municipal  corporation  is  not  liablo 
for  the  consequences  of  negligent  acta 
of  firemen,  or  workmen  employed  by 
them  to  erect  buildings  on  property  of 
the  city  occupied  by  an  engine  com- 
pany.  Neither  the  fire  oompany  nor 
the  builders  are  the  agents  or  em- 
ployees of  the  city  for  such  purpose, 
nor  is  the  city  liable  for  their  acta 
(Id), 

6.  Whore  an  unsafe,  dilapidated  builds 
ing  falls  and  injures  the  property  of 
nnothor  adjoining,  the  owner  of  such 
building  is  liable  for  such  injury,  al- 
though the  building  and  premises  upon 
which  it  stood  were  leased  to  a  tenant, 
reserving  rent.  Especially  is  the 
owner  liable  where  he  covenants  in  the 
lease  to  keep  the  premises  in  repair 
(ZJcn^oa  agt.  Suarez,  ante,  511). 

Sec  Master  and  Skryaxt,  1. 
See  Sbkbiff,  9,  10. 


KEVr  TRIAL. 

1.  Motion  for  ar  new  trial  on  a  oaae,  after 
unconditional  judgment  —  practice 
stated  in  a  Note  (arUe,  78). 

2.  In  this  case,  this  court  on  appeal  from 
a  judgment  of  the  county  court  con- 
taining a  case  and  exoopiions,  in  an 
notion  originating  in  a  justice's  court, 
held,  that  it  could  not  set  aside  the 
verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  was  against 
evidence — :he  motion  for  a  new  trial 
on  that  ground  should  first  be  made  in 
the  county  court,  before  appealing  to 
this  eoart  ( IVhitney  agt.  Well$,  ante, 
150). 

3.  But  this  court  reversed  the  judgment 
of  the  county  court,  and  granted  a 
new  trial  in  that  court  for  an  error  in 
the  charge  of  the  county  judge  (Id). 

4.  Where  the  circuit  judge  on  the  rendi- 
tion of  a  verdict  of  the  jury  for  the 
defendant,  on  the  same  day  sets  it 
aside  and  grants  a  new  trial  upon  his 
minulos,  on  the  sole  ground  thnt  the 
verdict  is  against  evidence*  it  should 
be  OA  payment  of  costs  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  not  that  the  costs  abide  the 
event  (Overing  agt.  Russell,  ante^ 
151). 

5.  The  rnle  is  well  settled,  and  the  Code 
has  not  nbrogat.d  it,  that  a  verdict 
should  not  be  set  aside  on  the  sola 
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groand  thai  it  if  ftgAinst  eTidencc, 
«xoept  on  payment  of  tosts  by  the 
p«rty  against  whom  it  is  rendered  (Id). 

#.  This  court  on  appeal  will  reverse  the 
decision  of  a  circuit  judge  setting  aside 
a  TerJiot  upon  his  minut«s,  on  the  sole 
ground  that  it  is  against  eridenee^ 
where  they  think  it  is  not  so  deei  iedly 
against  the  weight  of  evidence  as  to 
authorise  the  judge  to  set  it  aside, 
although  if  the  verdict  had  been  for 
the  other  side  this  court  would  not 
have  disturbed  it  upon  the  evidence 
(Id). 


KEXT  OF  KIN. 

1.  The  words  "  next  of  kin,"  used  tim- 
pliciter  in  a  deed  or  will,  mean  next 
of,  kin  according  to  the  statute  of  dis- 
tributions, including  those  claiming 
per  ttirpu  or  by  representation  {Slot- 
son  agt.  Lynch,  ante,  417). 

S.  {The  English  caset  of  Elmsley  agt. 
Young,  2  Mylne  ^  Kesn,  780;  and 
WUty  agt.  Mangier,  4  Heaven,  358, 
affirmed  by  the  Howe  of  Lords,  10 
Clark  ^Finnelly,  215,  holding  that 
the  words  **next  qf  kin,"  usedsim- 
plicUer,  are  to  be  taken  to  mean  near- 
€Mt  qf  kin,  disapproved),    (Id.) 


KON-SUIT. 

1.  A  non-suit  should  not  be  granted  on 

the  ground  that  the  plaintiiPs  counsel 

has  not  stated  in  his  opening  sufficient 

facts  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action 

.     (Stewart  agt.  Hamilton,  ante,  205). 

S.  The  record  of  a  eonrt  of  general  juris- 
diction, showing  a  decision  that  the 
plain  It  ff  be  non -suited  and  the  action 
discontinued,  establishes  no  bar  to  a 
•nbeequent  suit  for  the  same  cause  of 
a«tion  {Audubon  agt.  Excelsior  In- 
surance Company,  27  N,  F.  JR.  216). 

8.  The  decision  in  the  first  action  having 
originally  been  that  the  complaint  be 
dismiesed,  wa«  amended,  upon  sum- 
mary application  by  the  plaintiff,  so 
as  to  provide  for  a  non-suit  nnd  dis- 
•ontinnance.  The  propriety  or  legality 
of  such  amendment  is  not  reviewable 
upon  an  appeal  taken  in  the  second 
action,  and  the  amended  judgment  is 
the  only  evidence  receivable  of  tho 
disposition  of  the  former  action  {Id). 

B9»  Fraudulvnt  Rbpbesehta- 
noKB,  I,  2,  3. 


NOTICS. 
See  EviDBKCB^  6,  7. 
See  Lis  Pendbss,  1. 
See  Appbai.^  8,  9« 

PARTIES. 

1.  Where  an  action  is  brought  by  a  cre- 
ditor under  an  assignment  f&r  the 
benefit  of  creators  against  the  assignee 
and  all  other  creditors  who  ehooae  to 
come  in  and  avail  themselves  of  the 
benefits  of  the  action,  and  demands 
judgment  that  the  assignment  be  re- 
formed and  corrected  in  a  particular 
which  is  not  common  to  all  the  credi- 
tors, but  concerns  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  the  assignee  be  required  to  ao- 
count,  the  complaint  is  not  demurra- 
ble for  a  defect  of  parties  plaintiffs 
{Oamer  agt.  Wright,  ante,  92). 

2.  1st.  Because  the  creditors  are  not  aU 
united  in  interest  in  respect  to  the  re- 
formation of  the  anignmeni.  2d. 
They  are  not  all  united  in  interest 
with  the  plaintiff  in  aU  the  relief 
sought  by  the  complaint,  which  is  a 
sulBcient  excujse  for  not  joining  then 
as  plaintiffs  {Id). 

S.  The  reUef  claimed  in  s«ch  an  aetion 
is  not  irxonsistent,  and  there  is  really 
but  one  cause  qf  action  stated,  ariaiBg 
out  of  one  transaction  (Id), 

4.  An  action  by  a  shareholder  qf  an 
unincorporated  joint  stock  company 
against  a  defendant  as  the  president 
and  treasurer  of  the  company,  to  eon- 
pel  an  accounting  of  the  whole  pro- 
perty, and  an  investigatioa  into  its 
whole  affairs  and  business,  cannot  be 
sustained  without  making  all  the 
shareholders  parties;  or  nnlesa  oom- 
meneed  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  benefit 
of  all  others  standing  in  the  same  situa- 
tion, as  well  as  himself  ( IVarth  agt. 
Radde,ante,t^O). 

5.  A  cause  of  action  against  a  defendant 
under  a  contract  made  by  him  indivi- 
dually, for  a  specific  sum  of  money, 
cannot  be  joined  with  a  cause  of  action 
against  him  as  the  president  os  trustee 
of  an  association  {Id). 

0.  Neither  can  the  claim  against  the 
defendant  alone  be  united  with  causes 
of  action  against  him  and  otbeit 
join  tly .  The  causes  of  action  mnst  not 
only  alt  belong  to  one  of  the  enume- 
rated classes  under  section  167,  but  all 
must  affect  all  the  parlies  to  it  (Id). 

7.  It  is  a  well  settled  principle  of  law, 
that  where  a  vessel  is  sailed  on  shares, 
(not  ehartered)  all  the  otrners  are  re- 
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ipoiwible  for  herbilUt  espceiallj.  where 
the  items  of  those  bills  show  tbej  were 
forportoharges(SaMe/f  agt.  Crowelli 
ant€,  241). 

8.  An  Aotton  to  recover  vhnrfage  is  an 
action  for  a  mere  money  demand.  And 
in  such  an  action  third  persons  have 
no  right  by  which  they  can  ask  the 
eourt  to  be  made  parties  fur  the  set- 
tlement of  a  claim  of  the  plaintiff 
against  the  defendant,  without  being 
asked  to  be  made  parties  by  either  the 
plaintiff  or  the  defendant  {Kelsey  agt. 
Murray,  ante,  243). 

9.  Section  122  of  the  Code  is  confined  to 
actions  for  the  recovery  of  real  or  spe- 
cific personal  property,  but  not  to  an 
action  for  the  recovery  of  money  {Id), 

10.  In  all  oases  where  a  party  desires  to 
examine  his  adversary  as  a  witness 
under  section  89i  of  the  Code,  the 
correct  practice  is  to  propote  an  affida- 
vit  setting  forth  that  the  cause  is  at 
issue,  and  that  the  party  desires  to 
examine  his  adversary  as  to  matters 
material  to  the  issue,  and  upon  such 
an  affidavit  procnrt  an  order  for  his 
examination.  A  mere  notice  served 
upon  the  party  by  the  adverse  party 
to  attend  and  be  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness, or  an  ordinary  evbpana  not 
fufficient  (Norton  agt.  Abbott,  ante, 
888). 

See  Sheriff^  7. 

See  Ikterplbabbb^  8,  4. 

See  Witness,  2. 

See  ExBcuTOBS  avd  Adviitistba- 

T0R8,   I,  2. 

See  Appeal,  11, 12. 
See  Retival,  1. 

PARTITION. 

1.  In  order  to  preserve  the  property 
from  serious  loss,  tho  court  will  ap- 
point a  receiver  during  the  pendency 
of  an  action  in  partition  {Pignolet 
agt.  Hutihe,  ante,  9) 

PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  The  statute  of  New  Jereey  in  refer- 
ence to  limited  partnerships,  is  the 
same  as  that  of  this  state  (before  the 
amendment  of  our  statute  in  1857),  re- 
specting the  rights  of  the  special 
partner  (Ward  agt.  Newell,  ante, 
102). 

2.  Where  a  special  partner,  under  a 
limited  partpership  formed  in  New 
Jersey,  under  the  laws  of  thai  state^ 


claims  in  an  action  brought  here  to 
recover  upon  promissory  notes  given  to 
him  by  the  general  partners,  and  the 
referee  finds  that  the  notes  were  given 
for  a  good  and  valuable  consideration 
by  the  general  partners,  by  their  firm 
name  to  the  plaintiff,  their  special 
partner,  and  he  decides  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  judgment,  without 
finding  whether  the  partnership  firm 
was  insolvent  or  iwt  {Id). 

3.  Held,  that  this  court  has  a  right  to 
look  into  and  ascertain  from  the  whole 

•  case  whether  the  firm  was  insolvent  or 
bankrupt,  and  on  finding  that  fdci  in 
the  affirmative,  the  twenty-third  see- 
tion  of  our  statute  (1  R.  S.  767,  §  23), 
the  same  as  that  of  New  Jersey,  is 
applicable  to  the  ease,  and  defeats 
the  plaintiffs  claim  (Id). 

4.  This  section  of  the  statute  reads  as 
follows :  «  §  23.  In  ease  of  the  insol- 
vency or  bankruptcy  of  the  partnership 
no  special  partner  shall,  under  any 
eircumstancei,  be  allowed  to  claim  aa 
a  creditor  until  the  claims  of  all  the 
other  creditors  of  the  partnership 
shall  bo  satisfied''  (Id), 

5.  Where  there  is  no  proof  to  show  that 
the  special  partner  intentionally  par- 
ticipated in  violating  the  thirteenth 
section  of  the  statute  (same  in  New 
Jersey),  requiring  that  the  business 
shall  be  conducted  in  the  names  of  the 
**  general  partners,"  without  the 
addition  of  the  word  ''company,"  he 
is  not  to  be  deemed  a  general  partner 
(Id). 

6.  Where  a  partner  having  disposed  of 
his  share  of  the  good  will  of  the 
establishment,  the  new  firm  agree  to 
allow  him  half  yearly,  one  per  cent 
upon  the  gross  sales  of  the  firm,  this 
percentage  does  not  constitute  him  a 
member  of  the  new  firm  (Qibson  agt. 
Stone,  ante,  468). 

See  Joint  Stock  Cobpaxibs,  1,  2, 
3,  4,  5. 

See  Executors  and  Adbieistba- 

^  TORS,  10,  11. 

PLACB  OF  TRIAL. 

1.  The  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  amend  his 
complaint  of  course,  and  without  costs, 
changing  the  place  of  trial,  qfter  lh€ 
service  of  the  answer  (Stryker  agt. 
The  A*,  y.  Exchange  Bank,  ante,  2U). 


PLEBQE. 

1.  Where  a  hank  takes  stock  from  an  In- 
dividual as  a  collateral  security  to  the 
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payment  of  hia  promissory  note,  and 
ihen  soils  tho  stock,  and  sabscqucntly 
on  the  expiration  of  their  charter,  they 
assign  all  their  property  and  awots  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  to  a  new  and 
distinct  bank  formed  under  another 
law,  the  latter  assuming  specifically 
certain  debts  and  liabilities  as  a  part 
of  such  oousidoration,  tho  owner  of 
the  stock  cannot  maintain  an  action 
against  the  latter  bank  fur  the  value 
of  the  stoek  on  tendering  the  amount 
of  the  note,  where  there  is  no  proof 
that  the  latter  bank  ever  received 
any  amount  sufficient  to  pay  the  claim, 
or  any  other  claims  against  the  old 
bank  (Hoffman  agt.  Van  Noatrand, 
ante,  115). 

3.  Upon  the  consignment  for  sale  of  cot- 
ton in  store  with  third  parties  at  New 
York  city,  the  consignee  made  an  ad- 
vance of  \l\  cents  for  eaoh  pound,  to 
be  repaid  at  a  day  certain,  under  an 
agreement  that,  should  there  be  a  de- 
cline in  the  market  price  of  cotton, 
the  consignor  should,  on  demand,  de- 
posit cash  sufficient  to  cover  such 
decline,  and  if  he  failed  to  do  so,  or  to 
repay  the  advance  at  a  fixed  day,  the 
oonsigneo  might  sell  the  eotton  at 
publio  or  private  sale,  or  otherwise, 
at  his  option,  for  the  most  it  woold 
bring.  This,  if  a  pledge  at  all  in  a 
legal  sense,  was  a  peculiar  contract, 

'  including  more  than  a  pledge,  and  to 
be  construed  upon  its  own  language  and 
circumstances  (MiUiken  agt.  Dehot^, 
27  JV.  y.  11.364). 

8.  Tho  consignor  having  failed  to  make 
good  a  deoline  in  the  market  price  of 
cotton,  the  consignee  was  at  liberty  to 
sell  in  the  mode  usual  in  tho  Now  York 
market,  without  giving  notice  of  hisi 
intention  or  of  the  time  or  place  of 
■ale  {Id). 

4.  The  consignee  is  bound  to  give  notice 
of  a  decline  and  make  an  actual  de- 
mand for  the  mars;in:  such  demand 
need  not  be  personal,  but  may  be 
made  of  the  consignor's  clerk,  em- 
ployed by  him  as  his  agent  in  the  par- 
ticular transaction  {Id) 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1.  An  action  for  work,  labor  and  ser- 
vices, done  and  performed  by  the 
plaintiff  for  the  defendants  under  an 
agreement  made  with  a  anb^as^tnt  of 
the  defendants,  whose  acts  in  such 
oases  to  be  valid,  are  subject  to  the 
approval  of  a  general  agent  of  the 
defendants,  cannot  be  maintained, 
where  n9tic«  has  been  given  to  the 


plaintiff  by  the  general  agent  of  the 
disapproval  of  such  contract  (Jtfc- 
Govern  agt.  The  Wettera  RaUroad 
Company,  ante,  493). 

See  Mabrisd  Woxbv,  5^  6,  7,  8. 


PROTEST. 

1.  A  single  seal  nppended  to  a  notary*! 
certificate  of  protest  is  a  sofficteat 
authentication  of  his  certificate  be- 
neath the  seal,  and  on  the  same  page, 
of  the  servioe  of  notice  of  non-pay- 
ment {OlcoU  agt.  7'ioga  Raiiroad 
Company,  27  N.  Y.  A.  546). 


.  PUBLIC  OFFICE. 

I .  The  words,  <*  collectors  of  tolls  on  the 
canals"  (1  R.  S.,  p.  229,  ^  69),  are 
merely  descriptive  of  the  officers  and 
their  business,  and  do  not  refer  to 
their  places  of  residence  or  the  dis- 
trict in  which  their  official  bu9ine«s  is 
to  be  conducted.  The  statute  autho- 
rizes the  appointment  of  a  collt'ctcir 
of  canal  tolls  in  the  city  of  NfW  York 
{People  agt.  Benton,  27  J^.  Y.  R.2S7). 

See  Quo  Warbahto. 


QUO  WARRANTO. 

1.  Upon  the  trial  of  a  quo  warranio  to 
determine  the  title  to  an  office  de- 
pending upon  a  general  election,  the 
question  is  who  received  the  mo^t 
legal  votes  (People  ex  rel.  Smith  agt. 
Pease,  27  N.  Y.  R.  46). 

2.  The  inspectors  of  election  are  not 
judicial,  but  administrative  officers: 
their  decision  is  final  only  as  to  re- 
ceiving or  rejecting  votes;  but  the 
question  whether  a  voter  was  or  was 
not  entitled  to  vote,  is  open  to  exam- 
ination in  subsequent  proceedings  npca 
any  competent  evidence  (Id) . 

3.  It  seems  that  the  inspectors  have  no 
authority  to  reject  a  vote  eicept  in  tue 
special  cases  where  it  is  expressly  given 
by  the  statute,  as  when  the  voter  re- 
fuses to  take  tho  oath,  or  to  an5Wer 
questions,  stands  convicted  of  crime, 
or  has  made  a  bet  on  the  election  (Id), 

4.  A  voter  called  as  a  witness  mav  be 
asked  for  whom  he  voted,  and,  if  be 
declines  or  is  unable  to  state,  circum- 
stantial evidence  may  be  used  to  ascer- 
tain the  fact,  and  he  may  be  asked  for 
whom  he  intended  to  vote,  as  one  of 
tho  circnm.<itance8  bearing  upon  the 
question  (Id). 
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B*  For  the  parpose  of  showing  that  a 
person  Toted^  the  poll-list  kept  at  the 
election  is  admissible,  thoagh  not 
signed  by  the  inspectors  or  clerks, 
having  no  heading  denoting  its  char- 
acter, and  never  baring  been  filed  in 
the  town  clerk's  office  {Id). 

6.  Where  a  yoter  is  proved  to  hare  been 
alien  born,  and  there  is  prima  facie 
evidence  that  he  had  not  become  a 
citisen  bj  naturalisation  or  otherwise, 
the  burden  of  showing  that  he  has  be- 
come a  citizen  is  cast  on  the  party 
desiring  to  retain  the  vote;  and,  in 
absence  of  such  evidence,  the  vote  is 
to  be  dissllowed  (Id). 

7.  But  where  the  evidence  is  only  that 
one  had  voted  and  was  alien  born,  the 
presumption  is  that  he  voted  legally, 
and  had  aualified  himself  by  natural- 
ization {Id), 


RAILBOADS. 

1.  The  statute  requiring  railroad  corpo- 
rations to  maintain  cattle  guards  at 
road  crossings  applies  as  well  to  streets 
which  are  crossed  by  railroads  in  vil- 
lages as  to  country  highways  (Brace 
agt.  New  Y&r^  Central  Railroad  Co., 
27  y.  Y.  R.  ^89). 

2.  R  teema,  however,  that  where  a  vil- 
lage street  crosses  a  railroad  running 
along  another  street,  the  corporation 
is  not  to  construct  cattle  guards  longi- 
tudinally along  its  track  so  as  to  im- 
pede the  passage  along  the  street 
crossing  it  {Id), 

3.  The  president  of  a  railroad  corpora- 
tion was  allowed  for  three  years  to 
purchase  locomotives,  giving  bills  for 
them  purporting  to  bind  the  compsny, 
and  to  run  them  upon  the  road,  which 
he  manag.d  in  his  discretion.  After- 
wards, the  directors  resumed  the 
charge  of  the  road  and  of  the  property 
thus  obtained,  and  for  some  years, 
though  they  did  not  settle,  did  not 
question,  the  accounts  rendered  by  the 
president  of  these  transactions.  This 
acquiescence  is  such  a  ratification  ns  to 
be  evidence  of  the  president's  original 
authority  to  bind  the  corporation  by 
bills ^eiven  for  the  locomotives  {Olcolt 
agt.  Tioga  Railroad  Co.  27  N.  Y.  R. 
546). 

4.  A  bill  dftted  at  the  office  of  the  cor- 
poration, signed  with  the  name  of  the 
president,  with  the  addition  of  bis  title 
of  office,  abbreviated,  and  directing 
the  contents  to  be  charged  <*  to  motive 
power  and  account,"  purports  on  its 
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face  to  be  the  bill  of  the  corporation, 
and  not  that  of  the  signer  individaally 
{Id), 

5.  A  corporation  owning  and  operating 
a  railroad  making  a  continuoas  line 
with  that  of  another  corporation  may, 
it  seems,  irrespective  of  any  special 
provision  in  its  charter,  lawfully  con- 
tract with  the  latter  company  for  tha 
joint  purchase  and  owner^ip  of  loco- 
motives to  be  used  on  both  roads.  If 
otherwise,  the  power  is  implied  in  a 
legislative  provision  for  the  connection 
of  the  first  railroad  with  a  point  at 
the  further  end  of  the  second,  **hj 
railroad,  canal,  or  slackwater  naviga- 
tion "  {Id). 

6.  Evidence  is  admissible  in  support  of 
the  president's  authority  to  draw  the 
bill  in  question  that  he  had,  on  va- 
rious occasions,  as  well  after  as  before, 
executed  similar  bills  and  not^es  which 
had  been  paid,  and  the  sums  thus  ex- 
pended entered  into  the  accounts  of 
tho  corporation  which  were  before  its 
managers  for  years  without  objection 
{Id). 

7.  A  coal  company  indebted  to  the  rail- 
road oorporation  for  freights  gave  its 
notes  for  a  less  amount,  whieh  the 
latter  indoraed  and  procured  to  be 
discounted.  There  being  no  evidence 
that  the  coal  company  received  tbe 
avails  of  the  notes,  it  is  immaterial, 
in  respect  to  the  objection  that  the 
notes  were,  indorsed  for  its  accommo- 
dation, that  it  did  not  appear  whether 
these  notes  were  given  to  apply  on  tha 
coal  company's  indebtedness.  If  so, 
the  railroad  oorporation  was  the  owner ; 
if  not,  the  notes  were  lent  for  its  ac- 
commodation {Id). 

8.  In  the  absence  of  an  express  finding 
on  the  point,  and  if  necessary  to  sup- 
port the  judgment  against  an  objec- 
tion that  it  was  ultra  vires  for  the 
railroad  corporation  to  borrow  notes, 
it  would  be  assumed  that  the  notes 
were  given  to  apply  on  tho  coal  com- 
pany s  indebtedness  {Id), 

9.  Tho  finding  of  fact,  that  a  proposed 
railroad  *'will  be  specially  injurious 
to  the  property  of  tbe  plaintiffs,  and 
other  property  similarly  situated," 
construed  as  showing  a  special  and 
direct  injury  to  each  of  the  plaintiffs 
in  severalty,  not  a  remote  one,  and  not 
merely  a  oommon  or  public  nnisaneo 
(Afi//iattagt.  Sharp,  27  A^  Y.  R,  611). 

See  Municipal  Cobpobatioks,  13« 
14,  15,  16. 
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RECEIVER. 

1.  In  order  to  preserve  the  property 
from  serious  loss,  the  court  will 
appoint  a  receiver  during  the  pendency 
of  an  action  in  partition  {Pignolet 
agt.  Rushe^  ante,  9). 

2.  A  receiver  in  general  is  not  clothed 
with  nny  right  to  maintain  an  action 
which  the  parties  or  the  estate  which 
he  represents  could  not  maintain.  He 
must  show  a  cause  of  action  existing 
in  those  partied,  and  that  by  the 
appointment  of  the  court,  lawfully 
made  in  a  matter  where  the  court  bad 
jurisdiction,  the  power  has  been  con- 
ferred on  him  in  his  representative 
eapaoity  as  receiver,  to  prosecute  the 
action  (Coope  agt.  Bowles  atUtf  10). 

5.  Where  a  receiver  brings  an  action  to 
set  oside  an  assignment  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors  as  void,  it  is  not  enough 
to  allege  in  his  complaint  that  he  was 
appointed  receiver  in  supplementary 
proceedings.  The  judgment  and  other 
facts  necessary  to  maintain  supple- 
mentary proceedings  must  be  stated. 
He  must  state  the  equity  of  the  par- 
ties whose  rights  under  the  order  of 
the  court  appointing  him  he  repre- 
sents, to  maintain  saoh  an  action  (Id), 

4.  A  person  will  not  be  appointed  by  the 
eourt  a  receiver  who  by  his  own  acts 
or  the  position  he  occupies,  stands  in 
any  improper  relation  to  the  cause 
(Smith  agt.  N.  Y,  Consolidated  Sta^e 
Co,  ante,  208). 

6.  Nor  generally  will  a  person  be  ap- 
pointed reeeiver,  if  objection  be  made 
by  either  party,  where  the  court  has 
no  personal  acquaintance  with  him 
(Id). 

6^  A  receiver  appointed  by  the  court  in 
an  action,  can  apply  to  the  court  ex 
parte  for  instructions  respecting  the 
management  of  the  estate  confined  to 
bis  care;  but  the  better  course  is  to 
give  notice  to  those  interested  in  the 
estate  {Smith  agt.  N,  Y.  Consolidated 
Stage  Co,  ante,  377). 

7.  On  sueh  an  application  there  seems 
to  be  no  valid  objection  that  the 
attorneys  for  the  plaintiff's  in  the 
action,  appears  as  attorney  and  counsel 
for  the  receiver  having  onarge  of  the 
defendant's  estate.  It  is  only  when 
the  receiver  is  acting  adversely  to  one 
of  the  parties,  that  it  has  ever  been 
supposed  there  was  any  impropriety  in 
employing  the  oonnsel  of  the  other 
(Id). 

5.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  court  giving 
instruotioDi    to    the   reoeirer^    that 


another  action  is  pending  in  anstksr 
eourt,  wherein  the  same  reeeiver  is 
appointed,  if  the  appointineni  in  the 
latter  court  is  in  fact  subssqtunt  to 
the  appointment  in  the  former  court; 
and  especially  where  the  action  in  the 
latter  is  considered  mer«ly  a  ooloraUe 
proceeding  (Id). 

9.  The  right  of  the  oonrt  to  antlioriK  a 
receiver  to  continue  the  business  of  the 
estate  aad  property  with  which  he  is 
intrusted,  is  indubitable.  Bat  where 
it  appears  upon  the  application  of  the 
receiver  for  instructions,  that  the 
moneys  arising  from  the  prosecntioa 
of  the  business  are  insuffieient  to 
defriiy  the  current  expenses,  and  that 
there  are  no  other  means  to  do  so,  the 
receiver  will  be  dircoted  to  sell,  and 
the  court  can  rest  Jiim  with  discretion- 
ary power  to  80(1  all  or  any  part  of  the 
property  as  he  may  thinic  best,  and 
either  at  publie  or  private  sale,  as  be 
deems  most  advisable;  bnt  all  sales 
to  be  made  on  condition  of  being  sub- 
ject to  the  approval  of  the  court  (Itf). 

10.  An  order  of  a  judge  appointing  a 
reeeiver  is  not  oppvalabU.  Neither  is 
the  ordef  of  a  judge  substituting  one 
receiver  in  plaee  of  another  appeala- 
ble (Siney  agt.  N.  Y.  ConsoUdatsd 
Stage  Co.  ante,  481) . 

See      SUPPLBMSITTABT      PSOGBBV- 

iHOS,  2,  3. 

REFEREES  AND  REPORTS. 

1.  Where  there  has  been  no  act  of  either 
party  to  delay  a  rtfsret  in  making  bis 
report,  and  no  order  of  the  court  within 
the  sixty  days,  for  further  time,  or 
notice  given  within  that  time  of  a 
motion  of  such  order,  it  is  the  ahsohite 
duty  of  the  referee  to  malce  and  deliver 
his  report  within  that  time  (J^'les  agt. 
Maynard,  ante,  390). 

2.  The  statute  says  he  shall  forfeit  his 
fees,  and  the  action  shall  proceed  as 
if  no  reference  had  been  ordered,  and 
by  well  settled  rules  of  constmetion 
these  words  are  imperative.  There- 
fore, where  either  party,  after  the 
sixty  days  have  expired,  and  no  report 
has  been  made  and  delivered,  Ukm 
proceedings  in  the  cause  as  if  no  r«- 
ference  had  been  ordered,  and  a  report 
is  thereafter  made  and  delivered  by 
the  referee,  it  should  bo  Wet  aside  m 
invalid  (Id). 

3.  Where  a  referee  in  bis  report  npon 
the  issues  tried  before  him,  omits  to 
^Cite  any  findings  of  fact,  the  report 
and  judgment  entered  therooBj  and  all 
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snbseqaenl  proeeedings  aro  hrBgular 
{  Wright  agt.  Sanders,  ante,  395). 
4.  And  unless  the  defeated  party  chooses 
to  waive  the  irregularity,  he  is  enti- 
tied  to  hare  the  judgment  set  aside, 
and  to  require  that  the  referee  in  the 
first  instance  report  the  faots  and' the 
eonolusions  of  law  found  by  him  {Id), 

REFERENCE. 

1.  Both  legal  and  equitable  claims 
against  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person 
may  be  referred  under  tha  statute 
{WhMe  agt.  StW}iy  ante,  173). 

2.  When  the  trial  of  a  oanse  is  moved  at 
the  circuit,  if  the  judge  is  satisfied 
from  an  inspection  of  the  pleadings 
that  the  trial  of  the  issues  of  fact  will 
require  the  examination  of  a  long  ac- 
count, or  if  after  a  trial  of  a  causa 
before  a  jury  has  been  commenced  at 
the  circuit,  it  appears  by  the  evidence 
that  the  trial  will  require  the  exami- 
nation of  snob  an  account,  the  judge, 
of  his  own  motion  may  direct  a  r</(fr- 
enee  of  the  issues  to  a  referee  to  hear 
and  determine  (Holmes  agt.  Bennett, 

.ante,  289). 

8.  And  the  court  can  direct  a  r^erenee 
of  any  referable  action  on  the  motion 
of  either  party,  whenever  it  is  satis- 
fied by  legal  evidence  (Id). 

4.  Where  the  verified  pleadings  used  on 
a  motion  for  a  reference  show  that  the 
trial  of  the  issues  of  fact  in  the  action 
will  probably  involve  the  examination 
of  a  long  account,  the  motion  will  be 
granted,  notwithstanding  the  (other- 
wise valid)  objeetion  that  the  moving 
affidavit  is  made  by  the  attorney  and 
not  by  the  party,  without  any  excuse 
being  shown  why  it  was  not  made  by 
the  party  {Id), 

See  Rbtbrcbs  aitd  Rkpobti. 
See  Bill  of  Pasticulahs,  2. 


RBNT8. 

I.  Where  a  sheriff  receives  rents  from  a 
defendant's  real  property  in  an  attach- 
mont  suit,  the  court  pending  the  liti- 
gation, will  order  the  amount  thus  re- 
eeived  to  be  applied  on  incumbrances 
upon  the  property,  where  the  plain- 
tiff's seeurlty  is  sufllcient  without  it 
{FUzgerald  ngL  Blake,  ante^  109). 

RESIDENCE. 

Is  The  residence  of  an  individual  banker, 
doing  bosineu  nndar  the  general  bank- 


ing law,  is,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
taxation  of  hi4  banliing  capital,  in  the 
town  or  ward  specified  as  the  location 
of  his  banking  oflioe,  in  the  certificate 
required  by  the  statute  (Miner  agt. 
The  Village  qfFredonia,  27  N.  Y.B. 
155). 

2.  The  actual  location  of  his  banking 
ofBce  is  to  be  assumed  to  have  been 
mentioned  in  the  certificate,  and, 
consequently,  to  be  the  place  of  his 
residence  for  the  purpose  of  taxation, 
where  the  certificate  itself  is  not  in 
erideaoe  {Id). 

RETURN. 

1.  The  return  of  a  constable  of  personal 
service  on  a  summons  is  conclusive  of 
that  fact,  and  cannot  be  impeached 
collaterally.  ( Following  *t?ie  case  of 
JV.  y.  ^  Brie  R.  R.  Co.  agt.  Purdy, 
18  Barb,  574)  {Hubbard  agt.  Chapin, 
ante,  407). 

REVIVAL. 

1.  Under  section  121  of  the  Code,  tha 
representatives  of  a  deceased  sole  tfe- 
fendant^  in  an  action  after  judgment 
and  pending  an  appeal  thereon,  have 
the  right  to  have  themselves  made 
parties  to  the  eppeal  {Sehuchardt  agt. 
Remiers,  ante,  51i). 

2.  Where  one  of  the  defendants  dies 
before  judgment,  the  action  cannot  be 
revived  as  a  joint  one  against  the  sur- 
vivor and  the  personal  representatives 
of  the  deceased,  but  may,  it  seems,  be 
revived  as  separate  actions  (Union 
Bank  agt.  Mott,  27  N.  Y.  R.  633). 

3.  Where  in  such  an  action,  a  motion  to 
revive,  made  with  notice  to  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  deceased  party,  was 
denied  as  to  him,  the  order  affects  no 
substantial  right  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
is  not  appealable  (Id). 

See  ABATiifBifT. 


RIOT  ACT. 

1.  The  act  of  the  legislature,  entitled 
'<  An  act  to  provide  for  compensating 
parties  whose  property  may  be  de- 
stroyed in  consequence  of  mobs  or 
riots,''  passed  April  13th,  1855,  is  a 
valid  and  constitutional  act  of  legis- 
lation (Darlington  agt.  Mayor,  ^e. 
qf  New  York,  ante,  352). 

2.  Jndgments  rendered  pursuant  to  the 
pro vif ions  of  that  act,  for  riot  dam- 
ages, have  the  same  force  against  the 


664 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Digest. 


property  of  the  oity  as  judgments  re- 
covered for  anv  other  eause  of  aotion 
(Id). 
S.  The  property  owned  by  the  city  eor- 
poration  is  held  by  it  as  a  public  cor- 
poration, and  is  subject  to  the  law- 
making power  of  the  state  Tested  in 
the  legislature  (Id), 

SALE. 

1.  Where  a  sheriff,  by  Tirtae  of  an  eze- 
ention,  sells  a  store  of  goods  which  are 
subject  to  a  chattel  mortgage,  be  veils 
the  equity  of  redemption  of  the  de- 
fendant in  the  execution.  And  in  a 
sale  of  this  kind  the  sheriff  must  ne- 
cessarily sell  the  properly  in  bulk,  nnd 
will  not  be  permitted  to  sell  it  sepa- 
rately in  parcels  {Carpenler  agt.  Sim- 
mona,  ante,  12). 

i.  It  eeemt  that  no  one  besides  the  de- 
fendant in  the  execution,  csn  object 
to  the  manner  of  making  the  sale  of 
the  property  by  the  sheriff  {Id), 

8.  A  plaintiff  in  a  judgment  and  execu- 
tion, who  purchases  merely  the  interest 
of  the  defendants  in  the  property  sold 
on  the  execution,  is  tioti  estopped  from 
questioning  the  validity  of  a  prior 
cnattcl  mortgage  given  by  the  defend- 
ants on  such  property  {Id), 

4.  Where  the  evidence  showed  that  the 
defendant,  the  mortgagee  in  the  chat- 
tel mortgage,  had  seized  and  sold 
under  the  mortgage,  a  considerable 
amount  in  value  of  property  by  the 
mortgagors,  the  defendants  in  the 
execution,  after  the  mortgage  was 
made,  nnd  which  the  plaintiff  had 
purchased  at  the  sheriff  s  sale,  and  it 
appearing  that  «the  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  was  for  the  value  of  a  portion 
only  of  the  goods  taken,  without  desig- 
nating what  portion,  the  court  would 
assume  that  the  verdict  was  for  the 
value  of  that  portion  of  the  goods  not 
covered  by  the  mortgage,  and  for 
which  the  plaintiff  was  olearly  entitled 
to  recover  {Id) , 

b.  The  declarations  of  the  parties  to  the 
mortgage  were  not  admissible  as  evi- 
dence to  sustain  the  mortgage  as 
against  a  judgment  creditor  (i<i). 

ft.  The  court  In  the  exercise  of  its  equity 
powers  will  not  compel  an  unwilling 
purchaser  to  take  a  doubtful  title 
{0>Reilly  agt.  King,  ante,  408). 

7.  But  at  law,  where  a  party  seeks  to 
disaffirm  and  rescind  a  oontraet  of  sale, 
and  to  recover  baek  the  deposit  of  his 
purchase  money  on  the  ground  of  a 
defective  title,   he  must  satisfy  the 


court  that  the  title  is  abaolutely  hadf 
before  he  can  recover.  A  merely 
doubtful  title  will  not  do  {Id). 

8.  The  supreme  eonrt  acquires  jarisdie- 
diction  of  proceedings  for  the  sale  of 
the  real  estate  of  infante,  on  their 
application  by  their  next  friend  ora/Jf. 
The  form  of  the  application  is  of  no 
consequence  if  the  substance  is  given. 
The  material  question  is,  did  the  in- 
fants apply  by  their  next  friend  (Id). 

9.  The  fact  that  a  next  friend  is  a  ere- 
ditor  of  the  infants,  does  not  disqualify 
him  from  acting  in  that  capacity,  on 
an  application  for  a  sale  of  thair  real 
esUle  {Id), 

10.  And  where  the  next  friend  is  de- 
scribed as  being  the  unde  of  the  in- 
fants, and  only  male  reUtive  of  fall 
age,  he  is  by  such  relation  a  suitable 
person  to  apply  for  a  sale  of  the  in- 
fant's  real  estate  {Id), 

11.  An  objection  that  the  fpeeial  guar- 
dian of  the  infants  entered  into  a  con- 
tract of  sale  conjointly  with  the  adolt 
owners,  and  that  the  deed  tendered  to 
the  plaintiff,  was  in  like  manner  exe- 
cuted by  the  guardian  jointly  with  the 
other  owners,  was  without  foundation. 
That  other  parties  owning  other  in- 
terests joined  in  the  same  ewUraei 
and  deed,  could  not  deprive  either 
instrument  of  its  binding  effect  apoa 
all  concerned  {Id), 

See  Agrkkmbnt,  2,  S,  4. 
See  Salb  of  Chattbla,  I,  2,  3*  4, 
5,  6,  7,  8. 


SALB  OF  CHATTELS. 

.  A  eale  of  chattels  may  be  eonditional 
either  as  to  the  right  of  properly  in 
them,  or  ns  to  the  possession  of  them 
(Ravfls  agt.  Deshler,  ante,  66). 

.  When  the  right  of  property  passes  to 
the  vendee,  but  not  the  ri^  to  the 
possession,  the  possession  may  ba  de- 
livered conditionally,  so  that  Uie  ven- 
dor can  upon  the  breach  of  tha  oondl- 
tion,  recover  the  possession  of  the 
chattels,  except  as  against  a  bonajide 
purohaser  ftom  the  vendee  {Id), 

3.  When  the  right  of  property  is  not  to 
Test  in  him  to  whom  the  chattels  are 
delivered,  until  the  price  is  paid,  the 
owner  can  reclaim  them  from  a  teaa 
Jide  purchaser  of  them  from  him  to 
whom  the  possession  of  them  was  de- 
li vered,  4ipon  breach  of  the  ^ondtiion 
(Id), 
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4.  D.  had  a  qaantitj  of  eom  in  store  in 
H.*8  elevator  at  B.  G.  on  Taesday 
asked  D.  the  price  of  the  corn.  D. 
said  57  oonts  a  bushel.  Q.  asked 
when  he  must  hare  the  money.  D. 
said,  right  along.    G.  said  he  woald 

Set  the  corn  ont  by  Thursday,  and  if 
e  did  not  get  it  ont  before,  he  would 
pay  for  it  then  any  way.  D.  said  that 
woald  do,  and  gave  G.  an  order  on  the 
elevator  to  **  deliver  to  G.  or  order, 
4,238  bushels  white  eom,  cargo  Poto- 
mac, subject  to  my  order  until  paid 
paid  for."  G.  on  the  same  day  pre- 
sented D.'s  order  to  the  elevator,  and 
bad  the  corn  shipped  on  canal  boat  for 
N.  Y.  R.  made  advances  in  good 
faith  upon  the  bill  of  lading  of  the 
eom.  Afterwards,  and  on  Thursday, 
G.  failing  to  pay  for  the  eom,  D.  pur- 
sued the  canal  boat  and  recovered  the 
possesion  of  the  eom  (Id), 

6.  Held,  that  the  title  to  the  com  pass- 
ed to  G. ;  that  the  risk  of  accident  to 
it  was  upon  G  (Id). 

6.  Held  also,  that  B.  had  to  the  extent 
of  his  advances,  a  superior  right  to  D. 
in  the  eom  (Id). 

7*  In  such  cases,  in  order  to  confer  upon 

bona  Jide  purchaser  rights  superior 

the  vendor,  there  must  be  an  actual 

or  eonstniotive  delivery  of  the  chattel 

to  him  (Id). 

8.  The  symbolical  delivery  of  bills  of 
lading  and  other  similar  instruments, 
is  a  suflBcient  delivery  of  the  chattel 
when  an  actual  delivery  is  impossible 
(Steelyards  agt.  Singer,  2  HiUan, 
96,  questioned)  (Id). 

9.  The  giving  of  the  promissory  note 
of  the  purchaser  of  personal  property 
for  over  $50,  to  the  vendor  for  the 
purchase  price  thereof,  is  not  a  pay- 
tnerU  within  the  stotute  of  frauds,  so 
as  to  pass  the  title  to  the  property  to 
the  purchaser  (Ireland  agt.  Johnson, 
ante,  463). 

See  AssxQMiiBiiT>  2,  3. 

Bee  Claim  aiid  Dklitbrt,  6. 


SEBVICB. 

1.  The  return  of  a  constable  of  personal 
service  on  a  summons  is  conclusive  of 
that  fact,  and  cannot  be  impeached 
eollaterally.  (Following  the  case  of 
N.  Y.  4-  Erie  R.  R.  Co.  agt.  Purdy, 
18  Barb.  674)  (Hubbard  agt  Chapin, 
ante,  407). 


SHERIFF. 

1.  Where  a  judgment  is  recovered 
against  a  sheriff  for  aa  escape,  and 
the  sheriflf  has  procured  a  stay  of  pro- 
eeedings  on  the  judgment  under  the 
statute  (2  R.  S.  436,  §  59),  until  final 
judgment  and  execution  in  an  action 
which  he  has  prosecuted  on  the  bond 
for  the  jail  limits  given  to  him  by  the 
defendant  who  has  escaped,  it  is  not 
competent  to  sue  the  sheriff's  official 
bond,  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment  against  him  during  such 
stay  (Matter  of  Chamberlain,  ante,  I). 

2.  Where  a  sheriff  by  virtue  of  an  exe- 
cution, sells  a  store  of  goods  which  are 
subject  to  a  chattel  mortgage,  be  sella 
the  equity  of  redemption  of  the  de- 
fendant in  the  execution.  And  in  a 
sale  of  this  kiod  the  sheriff  must  neoee- 
sarily  sell  the  property  in  bulk,  and 
will  not  be  permitted  to  sell  it  sepa- 
rately or  in  parcels  (Carpenter  agt. 
Simmons,  ante,  12). 

3.  It  seems  that  no  one  besides  the  d«- 
fendant  in  the  execution,  can  object  to 

the  manner  of  making  the  sale  of  the 
property  by  the  sheriff  (Id). 

4.  On  the  settlement  or  withdrawal  of 
procee<lingfl  on  attachment  issued  under 
the  Code,  the  sheriff  is  entitled  to  an 
amount  at  the  rate  of  poundage  on 
the  levy  of  an  execution  (Muller  agt. 
Sautter,  ante,  87). 

5.  Where  a  sheriff  receives  rents  from  a 
defendant's  real  property  in  an  at- 
tachment suit,  the  court  pending  the 
litigation,  will  order  the  amount  thus 
received  to  be  applied  on  ineumbran- 
ees  upon  the  property,  where  the 
plaintiff's  security  is  sufficient  without 
it  (Fitzgerald  tkgt.  Blake,  ante,  109). 

6.  It  must  now  be  considered  as  settled 
by  the  court  of  appeals  in  Rinehey 
agt.  Stryker  (26  How.  Pr.  R,  75), 
that  the  title  of  a  sheriff  to  property 
seised  under  an  attachment  may  be 
maintained  against  any  action  brought 
by  the  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  cre- 
ditors of  the  defendant  in  the  attach- 
ment suitv  notwithstanding  that  no 
judgment  ?ms  been  recovered  in  the 
attachment  suit  (Kelly  agt.  Lane, 
ante,  128). 

7.  Under  section  232  of  the  Code,  a 
sheriff  holding  an  execution  on  a  judg- 
ment in  an  attachment  suit  unsatis- 
fied, may  maintain  an  action  in  his 
oim  name  as  sheriff,  to  set  aside  as 
fraudulent  and  void  an  assignment  of 
the  judgment  debtor's  property,  which 
has  been  oonyerted  into  money  by  tha 
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anignees  and  depoiiled  with  a  bank- 
ing ooinpany  so  as  to  create  the  rela- 
tion of  debtor  and  creditor  between 
the  assignees  and  the  company  (Sura- 
BR  LAUD,  J.,  dinenting)  (Id). 

8.  It  process,  by  virtne  of  which  a  de- 
fendant is  arrested  and  imprisoned  is 
void,  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for 
his  escape  cannot  bo  supported  (Car- 
penter agt.  WUUtti  ante,  22$). 

0.  Coal  on  board  a  Tessel  was  seised  by 
the  sheriff  in  replevin  against  the 
master.  It  was  left  on  the  Teasel, 
with  the  master's  consent,  in  charge 
of  the  sheriff's  keeper,  was  sunk  and 
damaged.  In  an  action  by  the  plnin- 
tiff  in  the  replevin,  who  established 
his  title,  held,  that  the  degree  of  dili- 
gence required  of  the  sheriff  was  stated 
favorably  enough  to  the  plaintiff  by  a 
charge  that  it  was  his  duty  to  take 
such  steps  to  insure  the  safety  of  the 
coal  as  a  careful,  prudent  man  of  good 
sense,  well  acquainted  with  the  con- 
dition of  the  vessel  and  her  location 
with  regard  to  exposure  to  storms, 
might  reasonably  be  expected  to  take 
if  the  coal  belonged  to  himself  (Moore 
agt.  Westervelt,  27  N,  F.  R,  234). 

10.  It  seems  that  the  rule  as  above  stated 
is  sufficiently  stringent  for  a  case  where 
the  sheriff  removes  the  property  from 
the  possession  of  the  defendant  and 
takes  it  entirely  under  his  own  charge, 
and  that  under  the  oiroumstanoes  of 
this  case  a  lower  degree  of  care,  via., 
ordinary  diligence,  is  all  that  is  re- 
quired of  the  sheriff  (Id). 

11.  The  judgment  in  repfftovin  having 
been  for  damages  only,  and  not  for  the 
delivery  of  the  property,  the  sheriff 
is  not  liable  for  such  damages  by  rea- 
son of  the  failure  to  justify  of  sure- 
ties who,  on  the  arrest  of  the  defend- 
ant in  replevin,  bad  given  an  under- 
taking for  the  delivery  of  the  pro- 
perty if  adjudged,  and  for  the  pay- 
ment of  such  sum  as  for  any  cause 
might  be  recovered  against  such  de- 
fendant (Gallarati  agt.  Orser,  27  N, 
y.  R.  324). 

12.  To  render  him  liable,  there  most  be 
a  judgment  under  the  exceution  on 
which  the  property  might  be  sought 
and  delivered  (Id). 

13.  One  sued  for  seising  goods  under  an 
attachment  may  defend  by  proving 
that  a  prior  sale  by  the  dcfondant  in 
the  attachment  to  the  claimant  was 
made  in  fraud  of  creditors  (Hall  agt. 
Stryker,  21  N.  Y.  R.  690). 

14.  In  the  affidatit  to  procure  the  at- 
tachment, it  is  a  BuJicient  statamant 


of  the  applicant's  tltla  tftai  be  is  Ilia 

owner  of  the  demand  against  tba  debt- 
or, *' under  assignment  to  F.  H.,"  an 
assignee  of  the  original  craditor  (I^). 

15.  Whether  the  plaintiff  in  the  aetian 
for  seising  the  goods  Is  at  liberty  to 
controvert  the  indebtedness  of  the  da- 
fendant  in  the  attachment  toit  to  the 
plaintiff  therein,  qwBre  (Id). 

10.  It  sums  that,  as  against  third  per- 
sons, the  affidavits  on  which  the  at- 
tachment issued,  if  sufficient  to  give 
jurisdiction  to  the  officer  granting  it, 
establish  the  character  of  the  plaintiff 
therein  as  a  creditor,  and  that  it  lies 
upon  a  claimant  of  the  goods  to  estab- 
lish the  validity  of  tho  transfar  to 
himself  (Xrf;. 

See  SALB8,  S,  4,  5. 

SLANDER  AND  LIBEL. 

1.  The  Code  has  not  ehaaged  tho  mlo 
which  requires  certainty  and  partioh' 
larity  in  statin|;  the  offeooe  charged 

'  against  a  plaintiff  in  a  plea  of  jasff/i- 
.  cation,  in  an  action  of  slander  or  ItM. 
The  plea  or  answer  must  state  speeill- 
eally  the  offence  of  which  the  plain- 
tiff is  alleged  to  have  been  guilty, 
giving  time,  place  and  eireumstaaoca 
(BiUings  agt.  WatUr,  anU,  97). 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  In  California,  where  a  party  enteit 
into  a  written  contract  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  sum  of  money  in  gold  coin 
of  the  United  States,— snch  con  tracts 
being  authorised  by  a  statute  of  that 
state,  he  will  be  decreed  U>spee{ficaU$ 
perform  such  contraet,  and  make  pay- 
ment in  gold  coin.  And  it  is  no  de- 
fence to  an  action  for  snob  speoiAo  per- 
formance, that  the  defendant  has, 
before  suit  brought,  tendered  in  pay- 
ment to  the  full  amount  of  his  obliga- 
tion, United  States  legal  tender  notes 
(Carpenter  agt.  Atherton,  ante,  303). 

2.  An  agreement  entered  into  between 
the  jiry^  and  second  mortgagees  of  the 
same  premises,  that  the  first  mort- 
gagee should  waive  his  option  to  claim 
the  whole  principal  sum  due  on  his 
mortgage,  .on  default  of  payment  of 
interest,  in  consideration  that  the 
second  mortgagee  would — First,  Pay 
the  interest  in  arrear.  Second.  Pro- 
secute the  foreelosnre  of  tho  socond 
mortgage  to  the  earliest  poeaiblo  oob- 
dusion ;  and,  Third.  In  the  evont  of 
the  second  mortgagee  buying  in  his 

I     own  name  or  otherwise,  at  tEo 
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eloiore  •»!»,  the  mortgaged  pramisM, 
•  he  should  rodnoo  the  priiicipftl  sum 
aeoured  by  the  first  mortgage,  by  pay- 
ing on  oeoouDt  of  the  same  the  sum 
of  $3,000,  is  an  agreement  wbich 
entitles  tbe  party  showing  a  violntion 
of  it  by  the  other,  to  a  decree  in  a 
ooart  of  equity  for  a  specific  perform- 
aiic€.  (7%i>  dtcisicm  r  ever  set  S.  C. 
at  ipuial  term^  24  ffoir.  Pr.  H.  231.) 
{Livingston  agt.  PaiiUer,  ante,  517.) 

See  Appbal,  17. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

1.  The  giving  of  the  promissory  note  at 
the  purchaiter  of  personal  property  for 
over  $50,  io  the  vendor  for  the  pur- 
ehnse  price  thereof,  is  not  a  payment 
within  the  statute  of  frauds,  so  us  to 
pass  the  title  to  the  property  to  tbe 
purehaser  {Ireland  agt.  Johnsony  ante, 
463). 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

1.  A  general  assignment  for  the  hen^ 
of  creditors,  is  such  an  acknowledge 
ntent  or  promise  in  tcriting  by  the 
assignor,  as  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Code,  takes  a  note  of  the  assignor, 
the  payment  of  which  is  provided  for 
in  tbe  assignment,  out  of  the  operation 
of  the  statute  of  limitations  (Trus- 
tees oj  Kohnstamm  agt.  Foster,  ante, 
273). 

2.  A  cause  of  action  in  the  nature  of  a 
creditor's  bill,  does  not  ticorue  until 
after  the  recovery  of  judgment  and 
the  return  of  execution  unsatisfied, 
in  the  common  law  action.  The  stat- 
ute  of  limitations^  therefore,  is  not  a 
bar  to  such  an  action  until  six  years 
from  the  return  of  such  execution 
(Eyre  agt.  Beebe,  ante,  333). 

3.  Where  a  creditor  procures  an  insu- 
rance upon  the  life  of  his  debtor,  his 
insurable  interest  continues,  although 
the  statute  of  limitations  would  have 
barred  his  action,  if  pleaded  btfore 
the  debtor's  death  (Rawls  Agt.  Amer- 
ican Mutaal  Life  Insurance  Co.  27  N. 
Y.  R.  282). 

STATUTES. 

1.  Tbe  words,  '*' collectors  of  tolls  on  the 
eanal'»  (  I  H.  8.,  p,  229,  §  fl9),  are 
merely  descriptive  of  the  oflBeers  and 
their  business,  and  do  not  refer  to 
their  places  of  residenee  or  tbe  dis- 
triei  in  which  their  official  business  is 
to  b«  eondueted.    The  ttatuto  aokho- 


riies  the  appointment  of  a  eolleetor  of 
oanal  tolls  in  the  city  of  Now  York 
(PeopU  agt.  Benton,  27  N.Y.K,  387). 

See  CONBTITUTIOVAL  LAITi  7,  8. 

Soa  BAHKSy  8,  4. 

STAT  OF  PROCEEDINGS. 

1 .  Where  a  judgment  is  recovered  against 
a  sheriff" for  an  escape,  and  the  sheriff 
hns  procured  a  stay  qf  proceedings  on 
the  judgment  under  the  statute  (2  R» 
S.,  436,  §  69),  until  final  judgment 
and  execution  in  an  action  which  he 
has  prosecuted  on  the  bond  for  tbe  jail 
limits  given  to  him  by  the  defendant 
who  has  escaped,  it  is  not  competent 
to  sue  the  sheriffs  official  bond,  to 
obtain  satisfaction  of  the  judgment 
against  him  during  such  stay  (Matter 
of  Chamberlain,  ante,  1). 

2.  The  mere  oral  announcement  of 
'* judgment  of  affirmance**   by  the 

general  term,  and  the  entry  of  such 
ecision  in  the  minutes  of  the  clerk y 
is  not  such  a  Judgment  of  the  general 
term  as  will  authorise  action  under  it. 
A  formal  judgment,  which  embraoes 
the  decision,  and  which  becomes  ft 
permanent  record  of  the  court,  mnst 
be  entered  by  the  clerk,  and  such 
judgment  only,  removes  the  stay  of 
proceedings  from  the  judgment  ap- 
pealed from  (Bowman  agt.  Tollman, 
ante,  482). 

See  AoBEEicxNT,  1. 

See  SvxxART  Pbocebdino8>  1. 

STREETS. 

See  MuRiciPAL  Corporations,  IZ, 

14,  15,  16. 
See  Railroads,  1,  2.  ' 


SUBMISSION  OF  CONTROVERSY. 

1.  Legacy  to  a  college,  payable  in  two 
years,  provided  within  one  year  it 
performed  certain  conditions.  The 
question  whether  the  condition  hat 
been  performed  does  not,  until  the 
expiration  of  the  two  years,  raise  a 
controversy  capable  of  being  submit- 
ted without  action,  under  section  873 
of  the  Code  (Hobert  College  agt. 
TUzhugh,  27  N.  y.  R.  130). 

2.  The  parties  asking  tbe  court  to  de- 
termine, before  the  expiration  of  a 
year,  whether  certain  admitted  facta 
amounted  to  a  performance  of  Ilia 
condition  by  tha  legatee^  and  if  not. 
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what  farther  acts  were  required,  no 
jadgment  can  be  given  oxoept  one  dis- 
missing ihe  case  (Id). 
Z,  Such  a  case  cannot  be  entertained  as 
one  for  the  construction  of  a  will, 
until  the  expiration  of  tho  time  for 
performing  the  condition,  nor  with- 
out all  the  parties  to  be  affected,  as 
residuary  legatees,  next  of  kin,  Ao., 
uniting  in  the  sabmisaion  {Id,) 


6UMMART  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  A  varrant  of  dispossession,  in  sum- 
mary proceedings  to  recover  the  pos- 
session of  land,  will  bo  stayed  by  in- 
fi^nelion,  where  it  appears  that  the 
defendant  in  Buch  proceedings  bad  not 
time  to  arrive  at  the  court  room,  be- 
fore the  hearing,  after  the  service  of 
tho  summons  {Or{ffUh  agt.  Brown, 
ante,  4). 

2.  Where  a  tenant  holding  over,  is  liable 
to  be  dispossessed  by  virtue  of  a  war- 
rant regularly  issued  against  him  by 
an  incoming  tenant,  the  latter  is  not 
liable  for  assissting  at  the  request  of 
the  constable,  to  remove  tho  goods  in 
a  careful  and  proper  manner,  although 
the  day  may  be  rainy,  and  the  goods 
are  put  out  in  the  rain,  and  as  alleged, 
suffered  injury  (Higgenbothem  agt. 
Lovcenbein,  ante,  221;. 

8*  A  tearrant  of  dispossession  properly 
and  regularly  issued,  protects  all  who 
act  under  it,  unless  they  act  rciffuUy 
and  maliciously.  And  the  law  docs  not 
recognise  the  state  qf  the  weather  in 
executing  such  a  warrant  (li). 


SUMMONS. 

1.  The  return  of  a  constable  of  personal 
service  on  a  summons  is  conclusive  of 
that  fact,  and  cannot  be  impeached 
collaterally.  (Following  the  ease  qf 
Jf.  Y.  &  Erie  R.  R.  Co.  ngt.  Purdy, 
18  Barb.  574.)  (Hubbard  agt.  Cha- 
pin,  ante,  407.) 


SUPERVISORS. 

1.  Upon  the  principles  established  by 
the  decisions  of  the  oourts  of  this  state, 
to  charge  a  county  with  a  claim  for 
services  rendered  or  expenses  incur- 
red, th^ro  must  be  some  statutory  au- 
thority authorising  the  same  to  be 
rendered  or  incurred,  or  directing  the 
payment  thereof,  behire  the  board  of 
opervisors  can  bo  compelled  by  man- 


damns  to  audit  tuoh  claim  (PjopU 
agt.  I'he  Supervisors  qf  Atbansf,  smtgf 
22). 

See  Assignment  of  Courbeio  1* 

SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  Where  a  receiver  brirgs  an  action  to 
set  aside  an  assignment  for  the  bene- 
fit of  creditors  as  void,  it  is  not  enough 
to  allege  in  his  complaint  that  he  was 
appointed  receiver  in  snpplementaiy 
proceedings.  The  judgment  and  other 
facts  necessary  to  maintain  supple- 
mentary proceedings  must  be  stated. 
He  must  state  the  equity  of  the  par- 
ties whose  rights  under  the  order  of 
the  court  appointing  him  he  rcpre- 
sents,  to  maintain  such  an  action 
( Coope  agt.  Bowles,  ante,  10). 

2.  Where  pending  an  action  brought  by 
the  plaintiff  for  the  conversion  of  per- 
sonal property  exempt  from  levy  and 
sale  upon  execution,  a  receiver  of  the 
plaintiff's  property  is  appointed  in 
proceedings  supplementary  to  execu- 
tion, the  right  of  aetion  which  the 
plaintiff  has  in  the  pending  action  does 
not  pass  to  the  receiver.  The  right 
of  action  not  vesting  in  the  receiver, 
there  is  no  ground  to  claim  that  the 
judgment  thereafter  recovered  rested 
in  him  (Andrews  agt.  Rowan,  ante, 
126). 

3.  And  in  ease  of  the  appointment  of 
another  receiver  of  tho  plaintiff,  whose 
appointment  would  be  subsequent  to 
the  recovery  of  the  judgment  in  the 
pending  action,  such  receiver  wouU 
not  be  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  the 
jadgment  as  against  the  plaintiff  (Id), 


SURETIES. 

1.  A  surety,  who  guarantees  payment 
<<  of  the  interest  "  on  a  bond  for  the 
payment  of  money,  not  containing  any 
agreement  to  pay  interest,  is  liable  for 
interest  after  the  bond  becomes  due 
(Hamilton  agt.  Van  RtnsseUur,  anU, 
1V2). 

2.  The  sureties  in  an  undertaking  re 
appeal  from  a  judgment,  in  an  action 
against  them  on  the  undertaking,  are 
estopped  by  tho  recitals  in  their  under- 
taking from  questioning  the  correct- 
ness of  the  amount  of  costs  in  the 
judgment  appealed  from  (Levi  agt. 
Dorn,  ante,  217). 

3.  The  holders  of  a  promissory  note, 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
the  indorser,  procured  a  third  pemon 
to  subscribe  it  for    the    purpose   of 
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adding  to  their  seonritT^  The  sab- 
soription  was  the  same  in  form  as  if  he 
had  been  an  originai  maker.  This  is 
not  such  an  alteration  a?  to  vitiate  the 
note  or  discharge  the  indorser  (Jlfc- 
Cavghey  agt.  Smith,  27  A".  X-  -R-  39). 

4.  The  judgment  in  rcplorin  having 
been  for  damages  onlj^  and  not  f<9^  the 
deliverj  of  the  property,  the  sheriff 
is  not  liable  for  such  damages  by  rea- 
son of  the  failure  to  justify  of  sure- 
ties who,  on  the  arrest  of  the  defend- 
ant in  replevin,  had  given  an  under- 
taking for  the  delivery  of  the  property 
if  adjudged,  and  for  the  payment  of 
such  sum  as  for  any  cause  might  be 
recovered  against  such  defendant 
(GalLarati  agt.  Orser,  27  N.  Y,  R. 
324). 

5.  To  render  him  liable,  there  must  be 
a  judgment  under  the  execution  on 
which  the  property  might  be  sought 
and  delivered  {Id), 

See  UMDBRTAKXirOy  \,  2,  3. 

TAXES  AND  ASSESSMENTS. 

1.  It  is  settled  by  the  decision  of  the 
United  States  Court  in  the  case  of 
The  People  ex  rel.  Bank  of  Commerce 
agt.  Commissioners  of  Taxes  of  New 
York  (25  How.  Pr.  R.  9),  that  stocks 
of  the  United  States  are  oxempt'from 
state  taxation  (British  Commercial 
Life  Ins.  Co.  agt.  The  Commission- 
ers of  Taxes,  N,  Y.,  ante,  41). 

2.  The  place  of  assessment,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  taxation  of  n  foreign  corpora- 
tion doing  business  in  this  state,  is 
where  the  operations  of  the  corpora- 
tion are  carried  on — not  at  the  resi- 
dence of  the  comptroller  of  the  state, 
who  has  charge  of  the  securities  depo- 
sited by  such  oorporation  under  the 
statute  (Id). 

3.  Corporations  are  to  be  included  under 
the  general  term  *' persons^*'  in  regard 
to  their  liability  to  taxation  in  the 
place  where  they  carry  on  their  busi- 
ness (Id). 

4.  A  foreign  corporation,  (British  Com- 
mercial Life  Insurance  Company)  do- 
ing business  in  this  state,  is  liable  to 
be  taxed  upon  the  bonds  of  this  state— 
bonds  of  the  city  of  Buffalo — deposited 
with  the  comptroller  of  this  state,  un- 
der the  statute  provided  for  that  pur- 
pose. Such  bonds  arc  included  under 
the  term  personal  estate  as  used  in  the 
statute;  and  they  must  be  considered 
** property  inoested  in  any  manner  in 
the  kvsiness  which  they  carry  on,*' 
uder  the  statate  of  1855  (Id), 


5.  The  residence  of  an  individual  bank- 
er, doing  business  under  the  general 
banking  law  is,  for  the  purposes  of 
the  taxation  of  his  banking  capital,  in 
th<r  town  or  ward  specified  as  the  loca- 
tion of  his  banking  office,  in  the  cer- 
tificate required  by  the  statute  (Miner 
agt.  Village  of  Fredonia,  27  N.  Y>  R, 
155). 

6.  The  actual  location  of  his  banking 
office  is  to  be  assumed  to  have  been 
mentioned  in  the  certincate,  and,  con- 
sequently, to  be  the  place  of  his  resi- 
dence for  the  purpose  of  taxation, 
where  the  certificate  itself  is  not  in 
evidence  (Id). 

See  Constitutional  Law,  11,  12, 
13,  14. 

See  Appbal,  18,  10. 


TITLE. 

1.  Where  in  an  action  for  trespass  on 
land,  tho  metes  and  bounds  of  the 
premises  claimed  to  be  owned  by  tho 
plaintiff  are  set  out  in  the  complaint, 
and  the  defendant,  in  his  answer,  ad- 
mits that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of 
the  premises  thus  described,  but  denies 
that  the  alleged  trespass  is  upon  such 
premises;  the  issue  on  the  trial  is  one 
of  location,  depending  upon  the  accu- 
racy of  measurement,  and  does  not  in- 
volve the  question  of  title  (Heintz  agt. 
Dellinger,  ante,  39). 

2.  The  court  in  the  exercise  of  its  equity 
powers  will  not  compel  an  unwilling 
purchaser  to  take  a  doubtful  titU 
(O'ReiUy  agt.  King,  ante,  408). 

3.  But  at  law,  where  a  party  seeks  to 
disaffirm  and  rescind  a  contract  of  sale, 
and  to  recover  back  the  deposit  of  his 
purchase  money  on  the  ground  of  a' 
defective  title,  he  must  satisfy  the 
court  that  tho  title  is  absolutely  bad, 
before  he  can  recover.  A  merely 
doubtful  title  will  not  do  (Id). 

4.  An  objection  that  the  special  guar- 
dian of  the  infants  entered  into  a  eon- 
tract  of  sale  conjointly  with  the  adult 
owners,  and  that  the  deed  tendered  to 
the  plaintiff  was  in  like  manner  exe- 
onted  by  the  guardian  jointly  with  tho 
other  owners,  was  without  foundation. 
That  other  parties  owning  other  inte- 
rests joined  in  the  same  contract  and 
deed,  could  not  deprive  either  instm- 
ment  of  its  binding  effect  upon  all 
ooncerned  (Id). 

See  Sbibivv,  6,  7. 
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TRADB  MARK. 

1.  A  party  will  be  restrained  by  iDJano- 
tion  from  the  eontinued  use  of  a  trtui* 
marie  belonging  to  another,  which  be 
has  used  under  an  agreement  and  with 
the  consent  of  the  owner,  and  for  the 
benefit  uf  both,  after  the  owner  shall 
withdraw  his  interest  from  the  busi- 
nes<e,  and  claim  the  use  of  his  trade 
mark  exclusively,  unless  the  party 
claiming  to  uie  it  shall  show  clearly 
by  the  agreement  tbut  the  owner 
intended  to  and  had  forever  parted 
with  his  right  to  the  use  of  such  trade 
mark  (McCardel  agt.  Peck,  ante, 
120). 

2*  The  court  may  allow  the  use  of  the 
trade  mark  to  a  certain  extent  in  such 
a  ease,  where  apparently  it  will  work 
no  injury  or  damage  to  the  owner,  and 
would  be  a  serious  damage  to  the  other 
party  to  restrain  its  use  {Id). 

3.  A  name  which  is  used  to  designate  an 
article  and  denote  its  quality,  id  never 
the  subject  of  a  trade  mark,  as  '*Old 
London  Dock  Gin"  (Bintiiger  agt. 
Wattles,  ante,  2U6). 

4.  But  where  the  name  of  the  manufac- 
turer is  appended  to  such  title,  and  a 
style  of  bottle  and  hibel  which  have  a 
general  resemblance  of  form,  symbols 
and  accompaniments  to  those  of  the 
plaintiff',   calculated    to  deceive    the 

gublio,  the  plaintiff  will  be  protected 
y  ii\junction  from  such  violation  {Id). 


TRESPASS. 

1.  Where  in  an  action  for  trespast  on 
land,  the  metes  and  bounds  of  the 
premises  claimed  to  be  owned  by  the 
plaintiff  are  set  out  in  the  complaint, 
and  the  defendant,  in  his  answer,  ad-' 
mits  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of 
the  premises  thus  described^,  but  denies 
that  the  alleged  trespass  is  upon  such 
premises;  the  issue  of  the  trial  ia  one 
of  hcation,  depending  upon  the  accu- 
racy of  measurement,  and  does  not 
involve  the  question  of  title  {Heintz 
agt.  Dilliager,  ante,  39). 

2.  Where  a  person  with  a  crowd  of  others 
enters  the  premises  of  another,  know- 
ing that  admission  thereto  had  been 
obtained  only  by  an  act  of  violence  by 
another,  he  enters  wilfully,  and  is 
liable  ub  n  trespasser  (Chandler  agt. 
Egan,  ante,  88). 

See  Injunction,  3,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9. 

See  Constitutional  Law>  11>  12, 
13,  U. 


TRIAL. 

1.  A  term  fee  of  IIO  is  given  by  tb« 
Code  (§  3U7)  Tor  every  term  when  the 
cause  is  necessarily  on  the  calendar 
and  is  not  tried;  but  icAea  tried  no 
term  fee  ii  allowed,  but  a  trial  fe« 
instead  thereof  (Place  agt.  The  Bnt- 
ternuts  Woolen  and  Cotton  Manufac^ 
tnring  Company,  ante,  184). 

2.  W  hen  the  merits  of  a  cause  are  brought 
up,  and  the  cause  is  placed  on  tba 
calendar  of  the  court,  and  the  issues, 
whether  of  law  or  of  fact,  and  whether 
arising  on  the  pleadings  or  out  of  sub- 
sequent proceedings,  are  presented  to 
the  court,  and  by  the  court  judicially 
examined,  there  is  a  trial  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Code  (§  2:»2).     (Id.) 

3.  Assuming  the  court  to  have  the  power 
to  order  a  bill  of  particulars  after  the 
issues  in  the  cause  have  been  referred 
to  a  referee  to  hear  and  determine,  it 
will  not  be  exercised  to  interrupt  a 
trial  actually  proceeding  before  him 
(Cadice/iagt.  Goodenough,  ante,  479). 

See  Bbferencb,  2,  Z,  4. 
See    Fraudulent     Repressxta- 
TIONB,  1,  2,  3. 

TRUSTEES. 

I.  The  liability,  under  chapter  40  of 
1B48,  section  12,  of  a  trustee  of  a 
mai)i|f»oturing  company,  who  waa  in 
ofiBce  when  default  was  made  in  pub- 
lishing the  required  annual  report,  is 
limited  to  debts  contracted  while  he 
remains  trustee,  and  does  not  include 
a  debt  contracted  after  he  eeased  to 
be  a  trustee,  though  while  the  deiault 
continued  (Shaler  and  Hall  Quarry 
Co,  agt.  Bliss,  27  N.  Y.  R.  297). 

See  Executors  and  Administra- 
tors. 

UNDERTAKINa. 

1.  The  court  has  the  power  to  direet  aR 
entry  to  be  made  by  the  clerk  on  the 
docket  of  the  judgment  **  secured  by 
appeal"  upon  such  terms  as  it  may 
deem  fit,  and  by  requiring  that  an  ad' 
ditional  surety  be  given,  is  clearly 
within  the  provision  of  §  282  of  the 
Code  (Bergen  agt.  Stewart,  ante,  6). 

2.  The  defendants  were  sureties  in  the 
original  undertaking,  and  the  plaia- 
tiff  an  additional  surety  upon  the  ap- 
peal by  virtue  of  an  order  of  the  eonftf 
Held,  that  the  latter  thereby  ananed 
an  equal  responsibility  with  the  fonaer. 
The  plaintiff  as  wcU  as  tbc  dcfendaais 
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were  in  faot  suretiofl  for  a  prineipal 
debtor  in  relation  to  one  and  the  »ame 
transaction,  and  tho  daetrine  of  eon- 
iribulian  is  clearly  applieable  to  saeh 
a  ease  (Id)» 
8.  Therefore,  where  the  plaintiff  clained 
in  his  complaint  to  recover  the  full 
amount  of  the  jadgment  paid  by  him 
on  appeal,  Held,  that  his  remedy  must 
be  confined  to  a  proportionate  share 
against  the  defendants  as  his  eo-snre- 
ties  {Id), 

4.  The  snretiea  in  an  nndertakinjr  on 
appeal  from  a  judgment  in  an  action 
agiiinst  them  on  tbe  undertaking,  are 
estopped  by  the  recitals  in  their  under- 
taking from  questioning  the  correct- 
neas  of  the  amount  of  costs  in  the 
judgment  appealed  from  (Levi  agt. 
J)orn,  ante,  217). 

USURY. 

1.  An  agreement  is  not,  it  seems,  neces- 
sarily nsurions  which,  providing  for 
the  sale  of  merchandise  by  a  factor  on 
a  commission  of  fire  per  cent  in  full 
of  all  charges  except  disbursements, 
also  provides  a  commission  of  fire  per 
eent  on  advances  made  by  the  factor 

.  (Smith  agt.  Marvin,  27  N.  Y.  R. 
337). 

2.  Whether  the  commission  on  the  ad- 
Tanees  was  merely  a  cover  for  an 
usurious  charge  for  forbearance,  Is  a 
question  of  fact,  to  be  settled  by  fur- 
ttier  evidonoe ;  and  proof  that  such  a 
charge  was  customary  with  merchants 
engaged  in  similar  business,  though 
not  controlling,  is  pertinent  on  the 
point  of  its  reasonableness  (Id), 

3.  If,  however,  such  eharge  were  usu- 
rious, the  fact  that  it  had  been  stated 
in  tbe  oocounts  between  tbe  parties, 
showing  the  application  thereto  as 
payment  of  tbe  proceeds  of  sales  of  tbe 
principal  s  merchandiso,  and  that  such 
account  had  been  aoquieseed  in  for 
two  years  without  objection,  will  pre- 
clude the  principal  from  avoiding  the 
contract  in  a  suit  to  adjust  the  final 
balance  between  himself  and  the  fac- 
tor on  tbe  entire  course  of  dealing 
prior  and  subsequent  to  the  rendering 
such  account  (Id), 

4.  Any  party  having  a  lien  on  a  chattel 
may  avoid  for  usury  a  mortgage  claim- 
ing priority  (Thompson  agt.  Van 
Vechten,  27  N.  Y.  R.  568). 

VENDOR  AND  YENDEB. 

See  Salv  of  Chattbls,  I,  2,  Z,  i, 
6,  6,  7,  8,  9. 


WILL. 

1.  Where  executors  are  outhorixed  by 
tbe  will  to  sell,  lease,  receive  rents^ 
repair,  and  injcase  of  loss  or  damage 
by  fire,  to  apply  the  insurance  money 
to  rebuilding,  these  duties  can  be  per* 
formed  as  a  power  in  trust  merely, 
without  taking  any  estate  in  the  lands 
(Martin  agt.  Martin,  ante,  385). 

2.  Where  by  the  Urms  of  the  will  the 
testator*!  whole  estate  passed  to  hit 
children  at  bis  death,  therefore^ 
whether  the  testator  intended  to  rest 
in  his  executors  the  estate  in  trust,  or 
to  create  in  them  a  power  in  trust  for 
its  nsanagemcnt,  it  would  operate  only 
upon  the  shares  of  such  of  bis  children 
as  were  infants  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
and  continue  only  as  to  each  share  du- 
ring the  infancy  of  the  children  re- 
apeclively.  It  would  be  ineonsistenk 
with  this  provision  to  hold  that  the 
title  to  any  part  of  tbe  estate  vested 
in  the  trustees,  and  equally  inconsistenk 
with  their  rights  as  owners,  for  the 
executors  to  exercise  a  power  to  selly 
Ac,  after  tho  children  bad  reached 
their  majority,  except  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  debts  (Id). 

3.  Neither  habitual  intoxication  nor  th« 
actual  stimulus  of  intoxicating  liquors, 
at  the  time  of  executing  a  will,  inca- 
pacitates a  testator,  unless  the  excite- 
ment be  such  as  to  disorder  bis  facul- 
ties and  pervert  his  judgment  (Peck 
agt.  Cary,  27  N.  Y,  R.  9). 

4.  For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  tha 
testator's  oondition,  the  dispoaitions  of 
tbe  will  may  be  examined  to  see,  not 
whether  they  are  in  some  degre« 
extravagant  or  unreasonable,  buk 
whether  they  depart  so  widely  from 
what  would  be  considered  natural  aa 
to  be  fairly  referable  to  no  other  eausa 
than  a  disordered  intellect. 

5.  The  will  of  a  confirmed  drunkard 
established,  though  executed  after  a 
protracted  debauch  and  the  testator 
had  drank  seyeral  times  in  the  eourse 
of  tbe  day  (Id). 

6.  The  attesting  witnesses  held  to  have 
subscribed  at  the  reauest  of  the  teeta- 
tor,  upon  evidence  that  the  draftsman 
of  the  will  had  stated  to  the  testator 
the  necessity  of  havinjjf  witnesses,  and, 
noon  an  inquiry  as  to  who  should  be 
ODtained,  calling  upon  three  persona 
who  were  within  sight  and  hearing 
and  requesting  them  to  witness  R'fl 
will — the  paper  then  lying  upon  tho 
table  near  which  the  draftsman  and 
testator  stood  — and  stating  in  tha 
hearing  of  all  that  R.  wai  going  to  wm 
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and  was  making  bis  will,  and  he 
wished  them  to  witness  it  (Id), 

7.  The  signature  of  the  testator,  or  his 
aoknowlcdgment  thereof  in  the  pres- 
enee  of  the  witnesses,  and  his  pohli- 
oation  of  the  instrument  as  his  will, 
held  to  be  proved  bjr  the  attestation 
clause  and  the  attending  circum- 
stances, though  after  the  expiration 
of  two  years  none  of  the  witnesses 
eonld  testify  that  he  saw  the  testator 
sign  or  heard  him  acknowledge  his 
signature,  nor  could  testify  that  he 
himself  read,  or  heard  read,  the  at- 
textation  clause,  which  distinctly 
affirmed  the  signature  and  publication 
in  his  presence  (Id) . 

8«  Legacy  te  a  college,  payable  in  two 
years,  provided  within  one  year  it 
performed  certain  conditions.  The 
question  whether  the  condition  has 
been  performed  does  not,  until  the 
azpiratiou  of  tho  two  years,  raise  a 
Qontroverey  capable  of  being  submitted 
without  action,  under  section  372  of 
tho  Code  {Hobert  College  agt.  FUz- 
hagh,  27  N,  Y,  JR.  130). 

9.  The  parties  asking  the  court  to  de- 
termine, before  the  expiration  of  a 
year,  whether  certain  admitted  facts 
amounted  to  a  performance  of  the 
eondition  by  the  legatee,  and  if  not, 
what  further  acts  were  required,  no 
Judgment  can  be  given  except  one 
dismissing  tho  case  {Id), 

10.  Such  a  case  cannot  bo  entertained 
as  one  for  the  construction  of  a  will, 
until  the  expiration  of  the  time  for 
performing  the  condition,  nor  with- 
out all  the  parties  to  be  affected,  as 
residuary  legatees,  next  of  kin,  Ac, 
uniting  in  the  submission  (Id), 

See  Afpbil,  11,  12. 

See  ExBCUTOBB  and  Administra- 

TOBS. 

See  Next  or  Kin,  1,  2. 

WITNESS. 

1.  Witnesses  cannot  testify  to  the  value 
of  an  article  withoit  knowledge  of  it. 
Thus,  if  witnesses  testify  that  they 
bfive  no  personal  knowledge  of  the 
^ualUies  of  a  cow,  they  cannot  be 
permitted  to  testify  as  to  the  value  of 
ner  use  for  a  given  time.  Assuming 
that  she  was  an  ordinary  ecw  does  not 
authorise  the  testimony  (Thorn  agt. 
Couehman,  ante,  95). 


2.  A  party  is  not  entitled  to  /eet  as  a 
wUnesM  of  his  adversary,  where  be 
succeeds  in  ^e  action,  for  testifying 
in  his  own  behalf,  notwithstanding  ha 
makes  an  affidavit  that  he  would  nok 
have  attended  the  trial  but  for  tha 
purpose  of  being  such  witness.  (The 
several  reported  coj^cling  decUione 
on  thie  qiteslion  referred  to  a»  irre- 
concilable) (Steere  agt.  MUUrt  ante, 
265). 

3.  In  all  eases  where  a  party  desires  to 
examine  his  adversary  as  a  witness 
under  section  301  of  the  Code,  tho 
correct  practice  is  tQ  propoee  an  affi- 
davit,  setting  forth  that  the  eause  is 
at  isiue,  and  that  the  party  desires  to 
examine  bis  adversary  as  to  matters 
material  to  the  issue,  and  upon  sudi 
an  affidavit  procure  an  order  for  his 
examination.  A  mere  notice  served 
upon  the  party  by  the  adverse  party 
to  attend  and  be  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness, or  an  ordinary  Mubpetaa,  not 
sufficient  (Norton  agt.  Abbott,  ante, 
388). 

4.  It  is  inadmissible  to  discredit  a  wit- 
ness by  contradicting  him  in  respeet  to 
a  mere'y  collaterol  fact,  ss  to  whidi 
he  testified  on  cross-examination  with- 
out objection  (Plato  agt.  ReynoUe, 
27  N.  Y.  R,  58«). 

See  SviDBNCBy  1,  2,  8,  4,  5,  6,  7. 


WRIT  OP  PEOHIBinON. 

1 .  Write  of  prohibition  are  granted  by 
the  superior  courts  of  England,  and 
in  this  state,  by  the  supreme  eonrt 
alone,  to  prevent  inferior  courts  from 
exceeding  their  jurisdiction ,  or  to  pre- 
vent the  usurpation  of  jurisdictioo. 
But  this  court  cannot  issue  the  writ  to 
deprive  an  inferior  court  of  a  jurisdic- 
tion which  the  law  in  its  wisdom  has 
thought  proper  to  give  it  ( People  ngU 
The  Court  qf  Common  Pleas,  ante, 
477). 

2.  The  court  of  common  pleas  for  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York,  is 
intrusted  with  equity  powers  as  amply 
ss  this  court,  to  entertain  jurisdiction 
of  an  action  to  set  aside  as  fraudulent 
an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  credi- 
tors, and  to  enjoin  the  assignee  from 
holding  possession  of  or  interfering 
with  the  assigned  property  and  offeols 
(Id). 
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ABATEMENT. 

Jhe  peraonal  represeniatires  of  a  de- 
oeased  sole  defendant  may  be  made 
parties  to  an  appeal 614 

ACT  OP  LEGISLATURE. 

Appointing  oommissioners  to  perform 
certain  duties  in  and  for  the  city  of 
New  York)  not  binding  on  the  city  an- 
lefs  accepted  by  the  corporation.. 239 

ADMIRALTY. 

When  libellant  has  a  rlf^ht  to  amend  bis 
libel,  without  submitting  to  the  ex- 
ception  283 

District  court  of  U.  S.  has  jnrisdiction  in 
case  of  a  colliKion  out  of  the  district, 
where  the  offending  vessel  is  arrested 
within  the  district 283 

What  allegations  in  a  libel  are  snfficient 
to  a  common  intendment 283 

AGREEMENT. 

When  nnlawful  but  partially  executed, 
will  bind  the  parties 107 

ALIMONY. 

When  to  be  allowed  in  an  action  for 
divorce  for  cruel  treatment 218 

AMENDMENT. 

Of  coarse  of  a  complaint,  without  costs, 
changing  place  of  trio  I,  may  be  made 
after  service  of  answer 20 

APPEAL. 

Who  Is  an  << adverse  party"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Code,  upon  whom 
notice  of  appeal  must  be  served,  in  an 
action  by  executors  for  the  construc- 
tion of  a  will 436 

Will  not  He  to  the  court  of  appeals  from 
an  order  of  the  general  term,  upon 
taxation  of  costs 470 

The  decision  of  a  referee  on  conflicting 
evidence  of  indebtedness,  cannot  be 
reviewed  in  an  appellate  eoort 27 


An  order  made  at  special  term  modify- 
ing  a  judgment  is  not  appealable  U> 
general  term 181 

An  order  appointing  or  substituting  » 
receiver  is  not  appealable 431 

Where  the  representatives  of  a  deceased 
sole  defendiint  have  the  right  to  be 
made  parties  to  an  appeal . 
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ARREST. 


When  defendant  waives  his  right  to  ob- 
ject that  the  affidavits  upon  which  he 
was  arrested  wore  entitled  in  the  cause 
^when  defendant  liable  to  arrest  here 
for  fraud  in  the  purchase  of  property 
in  a  foreign  country S9T 

The  release  of  a  defendant  from  arrest 
by  the  consent  of  plaintiff's  attorney, 
does  not  per  S€  operate  to  discharge 
him  from  arrest  on  final  process.  ..200 

When  the  retaining  of  property  under  a 
conditional  sale  does  not  constitute  a 
conversion  which  creates  a  liability  to 
arrest 139 

ASSIGNMENT. 

Verbal  and  conditional,  of  a  demand 
arising  on  contract ,  when  not  ani&cieiit 
as  a  sot-off 249 

ASSIGNMENT  FOR  THE    BENEFIT 
OF  CREDITOliS. 

Made  by  a  part  of  the  members  of  a 
partnership  firm,  during  the  abeenoe 
froju  the  state  of  the  others,  oannot 
be  supported  unless  due  authority  from, 
or  ratification  by  the  absent  members 
is  shown 10 

When  not  invalid  by  reason  of  interfer- 
ence by  the  assign*  with  the  assigned 
property,  nor  by  reason  of  a  provision 
to  pay  enoh  indiviiluul  partner's  pri- 
vate debts  of  unequal  amounts. . .  .333 

When  void  on  its  face  by  reason  of  im- 
proper provisions 488 

ATTACHMENT 

When,  where  sheriff  receives  rente  of 
defendant's  real  property  attache !» 
he  will  bo  required  to  apply  it  nptm 
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ineambranees  upon  the  property, 
pending  the  Utigation 108 

Notice  of  lis  pndeM  in  atteehment  an  it 
should  onlj  inelade  the  rial  estate  at- 
Uohed lia 

When  sheriff  in  snoh  suit  may  bring  an 
equitable  action  in  bis  own  name  to 
set  aside  as  fraudulent  and  void  an 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
made  by  the  defendant 12S 


B. 

BILL  OF  PARTICULARS, 

In  an  action  for  indebtedness,  should 
state  items  of  demand,  when  and  how 
it  arose,  and  the  sums  claimed ....  100 

Will  not  be  ordered  after  a  cause  has 
proceeded  to  trial 479 


CALENDAR. 

Hotions  to  correct  should  be  made  the 
^     first  day  of  the  circuit 304 

\^        CAUSES  OF  ACTION. 

^^^  *'ri|forming  an  assignment  for  the 

^     benett  of  creditors,  and  that  the  as- 

|igneAaccoont,  are  not  inconsistent,  02 

J^gfUfmtfM  individual  alone,  cannot  be 

r>^'^oiny(  against  him  and  others  jointly, 


230 


*  y  J      CHATTEL  MORTGAGE. 


When  Toid — rights  of  parties  and  Judg- 
ment creditors  under  a  sale  upon  chat* 
tel  mortgage 12 

COMMON  CARRIERS. 

May  limit  their  liability  for  negligenae 
in  almost  any  respect  by  express  eon- 
iraot 275 

COMPLAINT. 

In  action  for  money  alleged  to  hare  been 
lost  at  play,  must  be  special,  and  set 
out  the  facts  Which  the  statute  re- 
quires  100 

When  allegations  in,  constitute  an  action 
of  tort 139 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

The  4th  and  6th  sections  of  the  act  of 
oongress,  March  3,  1863,  relating  to 
habeas  eorpugy  Ac.,  are  nnoonstitu- 
tlooalaDd  Foid 19S 


CONTRACT. 

For  work  and  labor  made  with  a  snb- 
agent,  whose  acts  therein  are  subject 
to  the  ai»proval  of  a  general  agent  of 
the  principal,  is  not  binding  upcn  the 
principal  when  the  general  agent  has 
given  notice  of  his  ditiapproval  of  sach 
contract 4U 

CURRENCY. 

The  pound  sterling,  when  io  be  estimated 
here  at  its  market  value  instead  of  its 
par  value 342 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

When  crime  of  murder  committed  while 
act  of  1860  in  force,  the  sentence 
should  be  under  that  act,  although  it 
was  repealed  before  the  sentenee  pro- 
nounced upon  the  prisoner 112 

Under  the  net  of  1863,  where  the  supreme 
court  on  error,  reverse  the  sentence  or 
judgment  alone,  without  any  errxM*  ta 
the  trial  or  verdict,  the  record  is  to  be 
remitted  for  a  proper  judgment,  in- 
stead of  a  discharge  of  the  prisoner, 
as  heret-ofore 1 12 

When  a  legal  sentence  is  made,  althongh 
under  a  probable  mistake  of  the  judge 
as  to  the  degree  of  crime,  there  is  no 
ground  for  its  reversal 30^ 

COSTS. 

Of  a  new  trial,  when  granted  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  is  against  evi- 
dence, should  be  ordered  to  he  paid  by 
the  party  agaicst  whom  the  verdict  is 
rendered 161 

Of  a  new  trial  upon  a  ease,  are  to  be 
muted  as  upon  an  appeal  from  a 
judgment IW 

Of  an  action  are  to  be  taxed  aooording 
to  the  fee  bill  existing  at  the  time  of 
the  verdict  or  non-suit 1S5 

In  actions  on  mandamus  are  not  affected 
by  the  fee  bills  of  1840  or  the  Code» 
and  are  still  to  be  taxed  under  the 
Revised  Statutes U9 

A  couifty  judge  has  power  to  tax  cectc 
nnder  the  old  fee  bill 169 

A  motion  for  ro-taxation  must  be  made 
without  delay,  and  be  founded  on  the 
papers  used  before  the  taxing  officer, 

159. 

A  term  fee  of  $10  is  allowed  when  the 
cause  is  on  the  calendar  and  not  tried, 
but  when  tried  it  is  not  allowed.  ..164 

Where  double  costs  are  given  by  statute, 
it  is  unnecessary  for  an  appellate  court 
to  mention  them  in  their  decision.    It 
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is  the  duty  of  the  elerk  to  tax  them^ 
when  term  fees  properly  taxable  in  the 
«Ottrt  of  apiMals 376 

Term  fee  of  $10  for  calendar  court  of 
appealsr  u*  limited  to  five  termy . .  224 

Witness  fees  are  not  allowed  to  a  party 
testifying  in  his  own  behalf 26d 

Ko  more  than  fire  term  fees  can  be  al- 
lowed for  putting  a  cauve  on  the  oalun- 
dar  of  the  court  of  appeals 41)1 

COUNSEL  FEES. 

Por  defending  a  criminal^  where  connael 
is  assigned  by  the  court — not  a  county 
charge , 22 


D. 

DISPOSSESSION. 

A  warrant  of  dispossession  property  and 
regularly  issued,  protects  all  who  act 
nndcr  it,  unless  they  act  wilfully  and 
maliciously £21 

DISTRICT  COURTS. 

Of  tho  city  of  New  York,  when  no  power 
ta  issue  execution  against  tho  person 
after  judgment,  and  no  power  to  amend 
their  judgments 225 

69th  section  N.  T.  district  court  act  is 
directory  merely 12 

DIVORCE. 

Vor  adnltery,  when  defendant  may 
amend  answer  by  setting  up  adultery 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiif 432 


EVIDENCE. 

What  are  proper  questions  to  put  to  wit- 
nesses to  prove  the  generil  price  or 
market  value  of  articles  sold  within  a 
oertain  period 27 

When  defendant  not  allowed  to  give  evi- 
dence on  his  own  behalf  in  rufurenco 
to  transactions  had  with  a  deceased 
person  whom  the  plaintiflf  represents,  27 

Witnesses  oannot  testify  to  the  value  of 
an  article  without  knowledge  of  it.  .95 

On  an  issue  of  fact — where  four  wit- 
nesses testify  to  the  fact  one  way  and 
two  witnesses  testify  the  opposite — the 
verdict  of  the  jury  in  accordance  with 
the  testimony  of  the  latter  witnesses 
will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal  merely 
for  irrelevant  testimony^  Aa 251 


EXECUTION. 

Upon  which  an  arrest  is  made,  if  void, 
no  action  for  escape  against  the  sheriff 
can  be  supported 225 

Teste  and  return  no  necessary  part  of-^ 
errors  in  are  immaterial , . .U 

EXECUTORS. 

Their  duties  to  sell,  lease,  receive  rents, 
repair,  Ac,  whether  they  txike  a  power 
in  trust  merely  under  the  will,  or  ft 
vested  estate 385 

EXECUTORS    AND    ADMINISTRA- 
TORS. 

When  an  action  upon  an  administrator's 
bond,  who  has  been  removed  by  his 
sureties,  cannot  be  maintained  by  and 
in  the  name  of  a  new  administrator,  324 

EXCISE  LAW. 

When  a  bond  given  by  a  tavern  keeper 
under  tho  statute,  is  broken  by  keep- 
ing a  billiard  table 347 


F. 

FRAUDULENT  ASSIGNMENT. 

Of  a  bond  and  mortgage  by  a  non-resi- 
dent debtor,  does  not  authorise  a  judg- 
ment creditor  to  bring  an  oction  to  set 
aside  the  assignment  as  a  fraudalenl 
obstruction  to  his  execution 502 

FRAUDULENT    REPRESENTA- 
TIONS. 

Limit  of  time  to  which  they  operate-^ 
falsity  of  their  statements  and  know- 
ledge thereof— all  questions  of  fact  for 
a  jury .' 292 


G. 

GUARANTY. 

Of  payment  of  interest  on  a  money  bond, 
by  which  interest  is  not  payable,  is  a 
sufficient  guaranty  for  interest  when 
the  bond  iMcomes  dne 192 

GUARDIAN. 

When  liable  to  arrest  for  using  his  ward's 
funds  and  not  paying  over  on  a  legal 
demand .80 

INJUNCTION. 

Should  not  be  granted  upon  the  nam 
verification  of  the  complaint — when  a 
manieipal  eorjMmtion  shoald  not  b« 
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aojoined  from  •pujmg  laborers  who 
hare  done  work  by  the  aathoriud 
agent  of  the  corporation 211 

When  will  icsae  to  restrain  the  running 
of  machinery  to  the  plaintiffs  injury 
of  an  adjoining  building 238 

What  interference  with  the  assigned 
property  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  by 
the  assignee,  after  sorviee  of  an  injunc> 
tion,  amounts  to  a  contempt  of  eonrt, 

277 

As  a  general  rule  a  court  of  equity  will 
not  restrain  by  injunction,  the  com- 
mission of  an  ordinary  trespass — when 
a  temporary  injunction  prohibiting 
the  use  of  a  city  railroad  will  be  dis- 
solved, although  such  use  alleged  to 
be  a  constantly  recurring  grievance, 

882 

DSssfllyed  on  the  ground :  Ist.  That  the 
affidavit  and  papers  upon  which  it  was 
granted  were  illegible.  2d.  That  the 
injunction  had  not  been  serveil  on  the 
defendant  personally.  3d.  That  the 
papers  had  not  been  filed,  as  required 
by  the  rule  of  court 492 

IRREGULARITY. 

Motions  to  vacate  process  or  proceedings 
for,  must  be  made  the  first  opportu- 
nity  482 

INTERPLEADER. 

Section  122  of  the  Code  is  confined  to 
actions  for  tho  recovery  of  real  or  spe- 
cific personal  property 243 

Whore  two  different  parties  claim  goods 
in  the  custody  of  a  common  carrier,  by 
aetion,  It  is  a  proper  case  for  inter- 
pleader by  the  carrier. ..• 245 

Ko  order  for,  can  be  made  until  after  all 
the  defendants  have  failed  either  to 
demur  .or  answer,  within  the  time 
allowed  therefor 435 


JUDGE. 

What  degree  of  affinity  to  one  of  the 
parties  will  preclude  him  from  grant- 
ing an  injunction  in  the  action. . . .  187 

JUDGMENT. 

A  motion  m.iy  be  made  at  specisl  term 

to  modify  a  iudgment  after  final  judg 

ered 


ment  enten 


181 


The  amendment  of  judgment  of  affirm- 
ance by  the  general  term  on  an  appeal 
and  the  'entry  of  such  decision  in  the 


minutes  of  the  elerky  is  not  mah  a 
judgment  as  removes  the  stay  c»f  pro- 
ceedings  on  the  appeal 483 

JURISDICTION. 

Of  one  general  term  to  stay  the  hearing 
of  an  appeal  properly  noticed  for 
another  general  term  in  an  adjoining 
district 1 17 

What  degree  of  affinity  between  a  judge 
and  a  party  will  preclude  the  judge 
from  granting  an  injunction  in  the  ac- 
tion        187 

By  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  an  attach- 
ment suit,  is  not  acquired  where  the 
return  of  the  constable  does  not  show 
a  service  of  the  attachment  in  strict 
conformity  to  the  statute 59 

When  the  N.  Y.  common  pleas  is  as 
ample  in  its  equity  powers  as  the  su- 
preme court « 477 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

When  tenant  in  lawful  possesion  under 
a  lessee,  without  a  written  consent 
from  the  lessor 511 

LIEN. 

On  chattels  by  the  levy  of  an  attachment, 
will  not  alone  nutborise  an  oction  to 
set  aside  nn  assignment  of  such  chat- 
tels ai  fraudulent 503 


M. 

MANDAMUS. 

Issues  joined  on  the  return  of,  eonstitata 
the  case  an  action,  not  a  fpccial  pro- 
ceeding   470 

When  issues  of  fact  are  joined  upon  a 
return  to,  the  case  becomes  an  action, 

159 

MARRIED  WOMEN. 

When  her  income  from  trust  funds  under 
a  will  may  bo  disposed  of  ty  her  wilt, 
although  the  marrioge  took  plsre  pre- 
yious  to  1848-9,  without  infringing 
any  rights  of  her  husband 330 

Their  separate  estate  not  liable  in  1859 
upon  their  contracts,  without  an  in- 
tent to  ohurge  such  an  estate  staled  ia 
the  contmot,  or  its  consideration  went 
for  its  direct  benefit 173 
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MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

When  master  sot  liable  for  injaries  to 
hit  terTant  when  uaing  machinery  in 
his  employ 472 

MECHANICS'  LIEN. 

When  the  owner  hae  paid  the  contractor 
in  full,  it  is  too  late  to  file  claims  by 
sub-contractors  or  material  men,  to 
create  a  lien 142 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION. 

Kot  liable  for  negligence  in  the  construe- 
tion  of  a  poblic  work,  although  done 
under  a  contract  duly  executed  by  its 
proper  authorities 451 


N. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

Liability  of  owner  of  a  dilapidated  build- 
ing which  falls  and  injures  adjoining 
property 511 

NEW  TRIAL. 

Application  for,  will  not  be  granted  on 
the  ground  that  the  verdict  is  against 
eTidenoo,  in  an  action  appealed  from 
county  court,  without  first  moving  in 
the  county  court  for  a  new  trial  on 
that  ground.  But  a  new  trial  in  such 
case  will  be  granted  in  this  court  in 
the  first  instance  for  an  error  ia  the 
charge  of  the  court 150 

When  supreme  court  will  reverse  the 
decision  of  the  circuit  judge  setting 
aside  the  verdict  of  a  jury  on  his 
minutes  as  against  evidence 151 

Motion  for,  on  a  case,  after  uncondi- 
tional judgment — practice  stated  in  a 
NoTB 78 

NEXT  OP  KIN. 

In  a  deed  or  will,  mean  next  of  kin 
according  to  the  statute  of  distribu- 
tions   417 

NON-SUIT. 

Should  not  be  granted  on  the  ground 
that  the  opening  of  counsel  does  not 
state  a  cause  of  action 265 

NOTICE. 

To  produce  papers  in  the  progress  of  a 
trial,  need  not  be  in  writing.  •••... 27 

NOTICE  OF  APPEAL. 
Innfiiciency  of,  in  justices'  court. .  .232 
Vol.  XXVIII. 


0, 

OWNERS  OP  A  VESSEL. 

Are  all  responsible  for  her  bills,  when 
sailed  on  shares — not  chartered..  .241 


P. 

PARTIES. 

When  a  creditor  under  an  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  may  bring 
un  action  in  his  own  name  to  reform 
the  assignment  and  demand  an  ac- 
cuunting  from  the  assignee 92 

Who  are  necessary  parties  to  an  action 
to  compel  an  accounting  of  an  unin- 
corporated joint  stock  company. .  .230 

In  an  action  for  a  money  demand,  third 
persons  have  no  right  to  ask  to  be 
made  par^s,  when  not  requested  by 
either  party 248 

PARTNERSHIP. 

A  mere  right  to  per  oentage  upon  grosi 
receipts  does  not  constitute  a  partner- 
ship  408 

PARTNERSHIP,  LIMITED. 

Liabilities  of  the  special  and  general 
partners  under  the  statute  of  New 
Jersey  and  of  this  state,  where  the 
special  partner  claims  as  a  general 
creditor  of  the  firm 102 

PARTITION. 

A  receiver  will  be  appointed  to  protect 
the  property  from  loss,  pending  the 
action 9 

PARTY. 

To  be  examined  as  a  witness  under  see- 
tion  391  of  the  Code,  by  his  adversa- 
ry, is  not  compelled  to  testify  on  a 
mere  notice,  or  an  ordinary  subpcena— 
an  order  of  the  court  is  necessary.. 388 

PROMISE. 

When  a  promise  to  hold  prooeeds  of  gooda 
for  the  benefit  of  another  does  not  give 
the  promisee  a  lien  on  the  goods.  .4fi8 


K 

RECEIVER. 

In  supplementary  proceedings,  who 
brings  an  action  to  set  aside  an  assign- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  creditors — what 

37 
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ha  mnit  allege  tad  atate  to  nutaiii 
•aoh  an  action 10 

It  it  the  right  and  daty  of  the  coart  to 
giro  a  receiver  inatructions  in  refer- 
ence to  proceedinge  with  the  estate  and 
prop^irtj  in  his  hands,  when  he  applies 
for  sueh  instructions 377 

In  snpplementarj  proceedings,  when  a 
right  of  action  by  the  jadgment  dehtor 
or  a  Judgment  under  it  do  not  pass  to 
him 186 

What  are  sufBcient  objections  to  autho- 
rise the  oonrt  to  r^ect  persons  named 
for  receiyer 208 

REFEREE. 

If  bound  peremptorily  to  make  his 
report  within  sixty  days  after  the 
cause  is  submitted  to  him,  where 
there  has  been  no  act  of  either  party 
to  delay  him 890 

An  omission  of  a  referee  to  state  any 
findings  of  fact  in  his  report,  renders 
the  report,  judgment,  and  all  subse- 
quent proceedings,  irregular 805 

REFERENCE. 

When  a  reference  should  be  ordered 
upon  the  pleadings,  Ao 289 

Of  legal  and  equitable  claims  may  be 
made  against  the  estate  of  deceased 
persons 173 

RBPLEVm. 

For  goods  sold  under  fraudulent  mis- 
representations, when  the  contract  is 
disaffirmed,  and  what  amounts  to  a 
sufficient  demand  either  from  the  pur- 
chaser or  his  assignee .197 

REVIVAL. 

The  death  of  a  party  in  an  action  cannot 
change  the  rights  of  the  other  parties ; 
a  rcTiral  is  permitted  for  the  purpose 
of  protecting  the  interests  of  the  estate 
of  the  deceased 376 

RIOT  ACT. 

Not  unconstitutional— judgments  under 
it  have  the  same  force  against  the 
property  of  the  city  as  other  judg- 
ments—such property  is  subject  to  the 
law  mailing  power  of  the  state . . .  .852 


s. 

BALE. 

Of  real  estate  of  infants — ^what  proceed- 
ings are  proper t  •  •  .408 


SALE  OF  CHATTELS. 

Ifay  be  conditional  either  as  to  the  right 
of  property  in  them,  or  as  to  the  pee- 
session  of  them 6< 

When,  in  order  to  confer  upon  a  homa 
Jid€  purchaser  rights  superior  to  the 
render,  there  must  be  an  aetoaf  or 
eonstruotlTe  deliveiy  of  the  chattel  to 
him 66 

SERVICE. 

The  return  of  a  constable  of  *'  personal 
service"  on  a  summons  is  eonclnsive 
of  that  fact,  and  cannot  be  impeached 
collaterally 407 

SHERIFF. 

His  bond  cannot  be  prosecuted  on  a 
Judgment  against  him  for  an  escape, 
during  a  stay  which  he  has  proeored 
on  the  judgment  to  enable  him  to 
prosecute  the  bond  given  to  him  for 
the  jail  limits  by  the  defendant  who 
escaped 1 

Entitled  to  poundsge  as  on  the  levy  of 
an  execution,  on  the  settlement  or 
withdrawal  of  proceedings  on  attach- 
ment  87 

SLANDER  OR  LIBEL. 

Plea  or  answer  of  justification  in  action 
of,  requires  certainty  and  particularity 
same  as  previons  to  the  Code VI 

SPEOIFIO  PERFORMANCE. 

Will  be  decreed  in  California,  of  a  eoa- 
tract  for  the  payment  of  a  sura  of 
money  in  gold  coin — to  be  paid  in  gold 
coin 303 

When  will  be  decreed  to  enforce  an 
agreement  between  two  mortgagees  of 
the  same  premises  that  the  first  mort- 
gage shall  be  reduced  by  the  second 
mortgagee,  where  the  first  mortgagee 
consents  to  a  sale  of  the  premises  under 
the  second  mortgage  to  the  second 
mortgagee 617 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

The  giving  of  the  vendee's  promissory 
note  to  the  vendor,  is  not  a  paysMot 
within  this  statute 463 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

The  general  assignment  of  a  debtor  for 
the  benefit  of  oreditors,  is  saeh  an 
acknowledgment  in  writing  as  to  take 
his  promissory  note  assigned,  out  of 
the  feUtute  of  limitations 273 
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Am  %gf,iaBt  a  ereditor*8  bill,  begiof  to 
ran  from  the  reiura  of  •xeontion  on 
iho  judgment  in  the  common  law 
•oiion  333 

BTAT  OF  PROCEEDINGS. 

On  appeal,  ii  not  remoTod  by  the  an- 
nonnoement  of  judgment  of  afflrmanoe 
by  the  eonrt  and  the  entry  thereof  by 
the  clerk  in  the  mlnutea — a  formal 
jadgmant  most  be  entered 482 

STOCK. 

Taken  aa  collateral  seenrlty  by  a  bank, 
when  an  action  to  recover  it  cannot 
be  maintained  against  a  new  bank, 
the  atsignee  of  the  old  one. ..  ••••115 

STOCKHOLDER. 

Of  an  nnorganiied  company,  who  has 
paid  in  hie  money,  is  entitled  to  an 
acconnting  from  a  new  company  formed 
from  a  majority  of  the  old  members, 
al though  he  is  not  a  member  of  the 
new  company ....846 

SUMMARY  PROCBEDINQS. 

A  warrant  of  dispossession  will  be  stayed 
where  the  defendant  had  not  time  to 
appear  before  the  jastice,  after  scr- 
Tlce  of  the  snmmoni,  to  defend  the 
proceedings 4 

SURETIES. 

On  appeal — two  on  the  original  under- 
taking, and  a  third  added  by  an  order 
of  the  eonrt  subseonently — all  held  to 
be  oqvally  responsiole 0 

In  an  undertaking  on  appeal,  are  estop- 
ped by  the  recitals  in  the  undertaking 
from  questioning  the  amount  of  costs 
in  the  judgment  appealed  ttom ....  317 


T. 

TAXATION. 

U.  S.  stocks  are  exempt  from — where 
foreign  corporations  doing  business  in 
this  state  are  to  be  assessed,  and  their 
liability  to  be  taxed  upon  the  bonds 
of  this  state  deposited  by  them  with 
the  comptroller 41 


TITLE. 

To  land,  when  it  does  not  arise  in  a  jus- 
tice's court,  in  an  action  of  trespas 
on  land... 39 

The  court  of  equity  will  not  compel  aa 
unwilling  purchaser  to  take  a  doubtful 
title — at  law  the  party  seeking  to  die- 
affirm  a  contract  of  sale  must  shew 
that  thetiUeis  bad 408 

TRADE  MARK. 

When  the  owner  will  be  entitled  to  an 
injunction  to  restrain  its  use,  Ac.  120 

When  a  name  used  as  a  trade  mark  wHl 
be  protected  by  ii\junoti(m 206 

TRESPASS. 

When  a  person  enters  a  building  know- 
ing that  a  previoc^s  entrance  had  been 
obtained  by  violence,  he  enters  wil- 
fully, and  is  liable  as  a  trespasser.  .98 

TRIAL. 

What  is  considered  the  trial  of  a  cause, 
in  reference  to  a  term  fee  of  $10..  184 

TRUSTEES. 

Under  a  will,  when  executors  take  a 
power  in  trust  merely,  and  not  a 
rested  estate — their  powers  and  duties 
to  sell,  lease,  receire  rents,  repair, 
Ac 386 


U. 

U.  S.  LEGAL  TENDER  NOTES. 

Will  not  discharge  a  liability  for  the 
payment  of  a  sum  of  money  in  gold 
coin,  by  a  contract  for  such  payment 
made  in  California 303 

w. 

WITNESS  FEES. 

Not  allowed  to  a  party  for  testifying  In 
his  own  behalf 266 

WRIT  OF  PROHIBITION. 

Is  granted  onW  to  prevent  inferior  courts 
from  exceeding  their  jurisdiction,  or 
to  prevent  the  usurpation  of  jurisdic- 
tion  47T 
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COURT  OF  APPEALSxv.x- '    ...5  } 

H VV^  r'^ 

BECISIOKS  RENDERED  DECEMBER,  1864. 

Jwigmmti  t^ffimud  with  eo$t$.   . 

Darlington  agt.  The  Mayor,  to,,  of  New  Tork  (28  How.  352). 

Diokena  agt.  The  New  Tork  Central  Railroad  Co  (28  Barb.  41). 

Carpenter  agt.  Willetts.    (18  How.  400;  28  Jd.  225;  28  Id.  376;  6  Boiw.  25.) 

Wilokens  agt.  Willetts;  Chapman  agt.  Brooks. 

Richards  agt  Waring  (39  Barb.  42)  ;  Graff  agt.  Bennett  (25  How.  470). 

Oommissioner  of  Pilots  agt.  Yanderbilt;  Town  agt.  Thompson;  Thnrst  agt.  W-Ml. 

Lattimer  agt.  Wheeler  (30  Barb.  485);  Coming  agt.  Green  (23  Barb.  83). 

Rome  Exchange  Bank  agt.  Kirkland ;  Higgins  agt.  Reynolds. 

Main  agt.  Manchester;  In  the  matter  of  A.  G.  Thompson  (33  Barb.  334). 

Elliott  agt.  Gibbons  (30  Barb.  498). 

Penn.  Coal  Co.  agt.  Del.  A  Hudson  Canal  Co  (29  Barb.  598). 

Strong  agt.  San  Mutnal  Ins.  Co. ;  Earl  agt.  Clnte,  Jr. ;  Bartlett  agt.  Tarbox. 

King  agt.  Fitch;  Godfrey  agt.  Johnson;  Dodge  agt.  Gardner;  Tattle  agt.  Traoej. 

Hakes  agt.  Peck;  Metoalf  agt.  Stryker  (31  Barb.  62). 

Gansonagt.  The  City  of  Buffalo;  Scott  agt.  Rogers;  Rogers  agt.  Woodworth. 

Burden  agt.  DeWolf ;  Potter  sgt.  Orser.    (18  H<yw.  442;  6  Boiw.  123.) 

Pish  agt.  Jaeobson  (5  Bosw.  514) ;  Truslow  agt.  Putnam. 

Seymour  agt.  Montgomery ;  Gould  agt.  Aiken. 

Jiuigm§nt  i{firm4d, 
Klein  agt.  The  People. 

JudgfMnta  affirmed  with  eotU  and  ttn  per  cent  damagei. 

Bond  agt.  Willett;  Van  Mster  agt.  Hotehkiss;  Same  agt.  Same;  Same  agt.  8«M. 
Same  agt.  Same;  Marine  Bank  agt.  Clements  (6  Barb.  166). 

Order  qf  General  Term  affirmed  with  costs. 
Woloott  agt.  Holoomb. 

Order  appealed  from  affirmed  wUh  costs. 
Maltby  agt.^  Green.  \ 

Judgments  reversed,  new  trial  ordered,  costs  to  abide  the  eoent» 

Niblo  agt.  Binsse;  Honnegsberger  agt.  Beooad  ATonue  Railroad  Co. 
Barnes  agt.  Allen  (80  Barb.  663). 

Judgment  reversed  with  costs,  and  judgment  for  plaintiff  on  eecond  defence,  %Bith 
direetione  to  New  York  Common  Pleae  to  proceed  and  try  iesue  qf  faa  presented 
by  first  d^ence. 

Burton  agt.  Crane. 
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De^ioof  Court  Appealfl. 

Jmigm^iU  ajfirmed,  $get^  at  to  eogU  aUowd  by  Omisral  Ttrm  to  dtfmiamio  ■ 
A»coU  MUaioM — at  to  tkata  eott$  jwdgmttU  notntd*  Coait  cm  tld$  ajftil  to 
th€  retpondentt,  American  BibU  SocUty,  Aw^mieam  Tract  Soeuif,  Amarieam 
Colonizatio*  SocUty,  to  be  paid  outqf  tko  fimdt  ftf  tht  $$tat§. 

Sherwood  »gt.  Amorioan  Biblo  Sodetj*  aod  othen. 

Order  for  new  trial  reoereed,  and  Judgmont  on  verdUt  wUh  ooaU. 
Wftlkor  agt.  Caywood. 

Judgment  reverted,  and  Jvdgmont  for  plaint^  with  cottt 
Gage  agt.  Brewster  (30  Barb.  387). 
Judgment  qf  Supreme  Court  reverted,  and  judgment  qf  County  Court  and  JutHee 

affirmed  with  cottt* 
Biekenon  agt.  Reader. 

Order  appealed  from  reverted  with  eottt, 
Oenter  agt.  Fields. 
Order  granting  new  trial  affirmed,  and  Judgmeat  abtoMe  for  d^emdaut  with 


fieTmoiir  agt.  Cowing. 

Re^argumtntt  affirmed. 
Dunlerj  agt.  Tallmadge;  Wright  agt.  Ames;  Brabanagt.  Hyde  (30  Barb.  S05). 
Harris  agt.  B»thbim;  Lery  agt.  Levy  (40  Barb.  685) ;  Little  agt.  Denn. 


MARCH  TERM,  1806. 

Judgment  qjfirmed  with  eoete* 

the  People  agt.  Kennedy;  Stineon  agt.  New  Tork  Central  Railroad. 

Bands  agt.  Campbell;  Loaneebery  agt.  Snyder;  Habbard  agt.  Brig^i. 

Blaarelt  agt.  Woodworth;  McWiUiams  agt.  Mason;  Matthews  agt.  Riee. 

Salter  agt.  Ham. 

People  ex  reL  Bartlett  agt.  Medical  Soolety  of  Brie  (26  Barb.  833). 

Smith  agt.  Beattie;  Wood  agt.  Seeley;  Miller  agt.  Loekwood. 

Burns  agt.  Bryant  (27  Barb.  603);  Brown  agt.  Learitt. 

Peterson  agt.  Chemieal  Bank  (27  How.  491);  C^ronkhite  agt.  WeUs. 

Townsend  agt.  Steams. 

Mayor  of  K.  T.  agt.  See.  At.  RaU.  Co.  (21  How.  267 ;  34  Barb.  41 ;  12  AM.  364). 

Petit  agt.  Shepherd;  Demorest  agt.  Darg  (11  Abb,  9)  ;  Snipe  agt.  BIseBl^. 

Jaokson  agt.  Roberts;  Bnel  agt.  Kew  Tork  Central  Railroad. 

Bank  of  Salina  agt.  AWord;  Boyee  agt.  Broekway ;  Smith  agt  Patoii. 

I>oolittle  agt  Dininny;  Patterson  agt.  Phelps;  Moaea  agt.  Bieriing. 

D'Arrioan  agt.  Mann;  Same  agt.  Mann;  De  MainTille  agt.  Mann. 

Holmes  agt.  Carley  (32  Barb.  440)  ;  Bobbins  agt.  FitU. 

White  agt.  Nellis  (31  Barb.  279);  Bakeman  agt.  Talbot. 

Bayton  agt.  Borst  (7  if  otto.  116) ;  Murray  agt.  Swift;  Same  agt.  Walker. 

Murray  agt.  Lyman;  Williams  agt.  Townsend;  Parker  agt.  City  of  Syiaeofa. 

Stiles  agt.  Rowland;  SooUaid  agt.  BlawU;  MiUor  agt.  Wesoott. 
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DeoisioBs  Court  Appeals. 

Orden  qjgirmed  with  cotts, 
Underhill  agt.  Blydenborgh;  Sama  sgt.  Sune;  Sftme  ftgt.  Same;  Sune  ftgt.  Same. 
Underbill  agt.  Johnson;  8ams  agt.  Sams. 

People  ex  rel.  BnUard  agt.  The  Contraoting  Board  (20  How,  306;  33  Barb.  610). 
Kiby,  Ac.,  agt.  Fitsgerald;  Sands  agt.  Harrej. 

Judgm€nts  r$v9r9€d,  new  trial  ordered,  cotte  to  abide  the  eoent. 
Bell  agt.  Day;  Priee  agt.  The  Lyons  Bank;  Benton  agt.  Martin. 
Kew  Tork  Exchange  Company  agt.  De  Wolf;  Bohert  agt.  Donnell  (10  Abb,  464). 
Tobias  agt.  Keteham  (36  Barb.  304). 

Jvdsmcnte  affirmed  with  eoete  and  damagee. 
Mead  agt.  Bunn,  10  per  cent. 

Pield  agt.  Kew  York  Central  Bailroad,  10  per  cent  (SO  Barb.  176). 
Dotj  agt.  CaroIoS)  10  per  cent;  Woodruff  agt.  MoGroth,  8  per  cent. 
Benedict  agt.  Ocean  Insurance  Company,  6  per  cent. 

Judgment  qffirmed ;  record  remitted  to  Svpretne  Court,  with  direction  to  Seeeione 

to  paee  eentenu  anew* 
The  People  agt.  Walters. 

Order  (^  General  Term  reoereed,  and  Surrogate  ajhrmed. 
Mount  agt.  Mitchell. 

Order  for  new  trial  revereed,  and  judgment  onreport  qfRtferee  affirmed  with  coett. 
Bdmonds  agt.  Barton. 

Judgment  retereed  and  the  proceedings  remitted  to  Supreme  Court,  with  direeti&ne 

to  diemiee  the  writ  <^  error. 
Weed  agt.  The  People. 

Judgment  affirmed  with  eoete  and  modified  by  etriking  therefrom  the  provieion  ae 

to  eoete  againet  Judgment  creditore. 
JHmon  agt.  Haiard. 

Order  reoereed  and  Judgment  on  verdict  affirmed  with  eoete. 
Bast  RiTcr  Bank  agt.  Hoyt  (22  How.  478;  41  Barb.  441). 

Judgmente  of  Supremje  and  County  Courte  reoereed  with  eoete,  and  Judgment  ef 
Juetice  t^ffirmed,  with  order  for  the  restitution  <if  what  the  plaintiffs  have  loet  by 
meane  <^the  said  Judgments  reversed. 

Third  Great  Western  Turnpike  Company  agt.  Loomis. 

Judgment  reversed,  with  eoete,  and  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  0"^  dtfendaute  to  have 

20  days  to  answer  on  payment  qf  costs. 
MeCarty  agt.  Bostwick  (31  Barb  890). 

Judgment  of  Oeneral  Term  reversed,  wUh  eoete,  ae  to  drfendants,  Stephen  Crocker, 
and  Edward  A .  Bissel,  and  that  tff  Special  Term  nffirmed,  and  judgment  i^ffirm^ 
ed,  wUh  eoete,  as  to  other  d^endants^-Judge  WHght  to  settle  the  decree. 

Oroeker  agt.  Crocker  (17  How.  604). 

Order  granting  a  new  trial  qffirmed,  and  in  accordance  with  plaintiff  ^9  stipula' 
tion,  judgment- final  for  dtfemdante,  with  eoete* 

Benedict  agt.  HunUngdon. 
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Deeiiioni  Conrt  Appeals. 

Judgment  affirmed^  wUh  deduction  qf  on^-tMrd  of  amount  found  by  rtferes  dm*  to 

pUiint\ffi  no  cotts  to  oitherparijf  on  thU  i^pponl* 
Mol>ongal  agt.  Cooper. 

Judgment  affirmed  and  record  remitted  to  Supreme  Court,  with  direetiong  to  remU 
tame  to  Kinge  county  Oyer  and  Terminer ,  vHth  directions  to  pas$ 


Kenny  agt.  The  People  (27  How.  S02). 

Judgment  revcrsedy  andjudgmtntforplaint{f,  on  verdict,  with  eottt. 

8t.  John  agt.  Roberts  (6  Boeto.  593). 

Judgments  of  Supreme  and  County  Courts  reversed,  and  Judgmont  of  Justiee 
affirmed  with  costs, 

Barnham  agt.  Butler. 

Judgment  of  Supreme  Court  and  Oyer  and  Terminer  reversed,  trial  and  coa- 
vietion  deemed  regular.  Record  directed  to  be  remitted  to  Supreme  Court,  with 
directions  to  Oyer  and  Terminer  of  lAvingston  county  to  sentence  prisoner  to 
suffer  death,  ^-c,  and  be  confined  in  state  prison  at  Aubwn,  at  hard  labor,  until 
such  sentence  shall  be  injtieted* 

McEee  agt.  The  People. 

Judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  affirmed-^record  to  be  remitted  to  thai  eomrt,  to 
the  end  that  it  may  be  further  remitted  to  the  Otsego  Oyer  and  Terminer,  with 
directions  to  proceed  upon  the  indictment  according  to  law. 

Cyphers  agt.  The  People. 


[Wb  haTe  been  fanithed  the  following  ease  through  the  eonrtesj  of  Jndge  PaA* 
BOOT.  As  there  are  manj  of  the  profoetion»  eepeoiallj  in  oities»  who  have  olaimi 
to  proseoate,  and  basineM  matters  of  a  legal  character  to  attend  to  in  New  Orleans^ 
It  U  deemed  to  be  of  service  to  give  them  information  respecting  the  organization 
suid  juriidietlon  of  this  eoort*  whioh  the  following  opinion  sappUef •] 


UNITED    STATES    PROVISIONAL    COUET 

FOR   THE    STATE   OF    LOUISIANA. 
hrfirt'%  iK§  Him*  Ghablbs  A.  Pbabodt,  /wdgt 
Uhitbd  StATBB  agt  AuovsTB  Rbitxk    > 
ITbitbd  Statxs  agt.  Johb  Louu. 

Thesb  cases  were  tried  on  ,the  indictments  against  the  accused  before 
Judge  Peabodt  and  a  jury,  and  were  seyerally  convicted ;  Belter  of  mur- 
der, and  Louis  of  arson.  After  the  convictions  a  motion  was  made  in  each 
case  in  arrest  of  judgment. 

The  motions  were  h'^ard  together  for  the  sake  of  conveniencOi  and  at  the 
request  of  the  counsel  for  the  accused 

Ex*  Judge  Whittakeb,  counsel  for  Reiter. 
Messrs,  Dubant  &  Hoicbb,  counsel  for  Louis, 

Mr.  Gbo.  D.  LaxonT;  prosecuting  attorney  of  the  court,  counsel  for  the 
Government, 

Mr.  Whittaker,  on  behalf  of  Reiter,  made  and  argued  the  following  points: 

First,  This  court  is  without  jurisdiction,  the  party  charged  not  being  sub- 
ject to  trial  except  by  a  court  constituted  under  the  laws  of  Louisiana. 

Second.  The  oflTence  of  which  he  stands  convicted  is  charged  to  have  been, 
committed  within  this  parish,  and  under  the  laws  and  constitution  of  this 
state,  he  could  only  be  tried  by  the  criminal  court  known  as  the  first  district 
court  of  New  Orleans,  which  court  has  since,  and  at  the  time  of  the  trial  of 
defendant,  existed  within  this  parish  and  state.     (Sec.  67,  Jicts  of  '65.) 

Third.  No  power  exists  in  any  tribunal  to  suspend  the  courts  of  this  state. 
{Jirt.  10^,  Constitution.) 

Fourth.  This  defendant  has,  by  law,  the  right  of  appeal,  and  he  Is,  by  the 
action  of  this  court,  deprived  of  that  right ;  the  judgments  and  decrees 
of  the  provisional  court  being  esteemed  to  be  final  and  without  appeal. 

Fifth.  For  the  reasons  stated,  it  is  deemed  that  this  court  has  not  juris- 
diction either  to  try  this  case  or  to  pronounce  sentence  upon  the  accused 
iinder  the  laws  and  constitution  of  Louisiaiia. 
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United  States  agt.  BeiUr. 

Messrs.  Dnrant  &  Homer,  in  behalf  of  Loais,  made  and  argaed  the  fol- 
lowing points*. 

Tliat  the  Jarisdiction  of  this  hon.  court  has  been  made,  by  the  proeecoting 
attorney,  to  rest  on  the  following  propositions: 

That  Louisiana  seceded  fh>m  the  Union  and  inangarated  a  cItII  war 
against  the  nation.  That  the  national  forces  subdaed  the  rebellion  in  a  por- 
tion of  Louisiana  in  April,  1862,  and  at  a  date  subsequent  to  the  president's 
proclamation.  That  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  state  were  enemies,  and  to 
be  treated  as  such  by  all  the  departments  of  the  federal  government,  until 
the  treeutive  declares  the  war  at  an  end.  That  by  the  orerthrow  of  the 
rebellious  government,  the  relations  of  the  people  to  each  other,  and  their 
rights  of  property,  remained  undisturbed,  but  that  the  conquering  power, 
by  the  laws  of  war,  had  authority  to  make  laws,  utabluh  tribunaU,  etc., 
etc.,  and  administer  the  existing  laws  so  far  as  the  same  were  not  inconsis- 
tent with  the  settled  policy  of  the  nation.  Hence  the  establishment  of  this 
court  by  the  executive  was  valid  in  all  respects;  and  that  there  was  con- 
ferred upon  it  unquestionable  authority  to  administer  the  criminal  law  of 
Louisiana,  to  try  and  sentence  any  prisoner,  and  to  proceed  therein  as  near 
as  possible  conformably  to  her  peculiar  Jurisprudence. 

This  argument  seems  to  us  fully  Justified  on  principle  and  authority. 

But  a  question  still  remains.  Has  not  the  executive,  as  commander-in- 
chief  of  the  army  and  navy,  and  the  head  of  the  war  power,  sufficiently 
dearly  enunciated  the  war  as  at  an  end,  so  far  as  the  parishes  of  this  state 
are  concerned  in  the  present  proceedings  ? 

He  has  re-established  the  national  Judiciary  here.  He  has  permitted,  if 
not  sanctioned  and  approved,  the  selection  of  members  of  congress  from 
Louisiana,  who  have  been  received  and  recognized  as  such  by  their  own 
legal  Judges  of  election. 

He  has  reorganized  civil  government  here,  by  his  order  of  m^or-general 
commanding,  and  providing  "  that  when  elected,  for  the  time  being,  and 
until  they  are  appointed  by  competent  authority,"  certain  state  officers 
*'  shall  constitute  the  civil  government  of  the  state  under  the  constitution 
and  laws  of  Louisiana."  (See  the  proclamation  of  11th  January,  1864, 
issued  *'  in  pursuance  of  authority  vested  in  me  by  the  president  of  the 
United  SUtes,"  etc.) 

These  facts,  as  influencing  or  curtailing  the  Jurisdiction  of  the^court,  seem 
to  us  material  and  deserving  of  mature  consideration.  The  national  and 
state  tribunals  are  open;  and  this,  in  Judgment  of  law,  makes  it  a  time  of 
peace;  and  in  a  time  of  peace  the  exercise  of  martial  law  in  point  of  death 
Is  declared  murder.  iSte  the  Earl  of  Laneasier'a  eoMt,  commented  oninUt 
Hale't  Pleaa  of  the  Crovm,  aide  pagea  344  and  499.) 

Kow,  it  is  fVeely  admitted  by  the  prosecuting  attorney,  that  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  court  is  derived  solely  from  the  laws  of  war.  He  admits  that 
the  defendant  here  was  not  tried  and  convicted  (nor  could  he  be)  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States;  but  under  the  laws  and  constitution  of  the  state 
•f  Louisiana,  administered  by  this  court  under  martial  law;  Louisiana  being 
atill  in  a  atate  of  inaurrectionf  and  the  president  not  having  yet  proclaimed  tie 
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United  BtotM  act.  Reiter. 

war  at  an  tnd.  But  are  these  alleged  facts  actually  true  ?  Can  the  court 
deny  that  there  is  a  legally  and  constitationally  elected  governor  of  Louisi- 
ana, when  the  highest  military  authority  declares  the  very  contradictory  of 
the  proposition  ?  And  how  is  the  sentence  of  death  to  be  carried  out  but 
in  strict  conformity  to  the  sec.  80,  e<  M9.,  of  Criminal  Proceedings  (JZm.  Stai. 
of  La,  p.  164) .  The  case  is  a  very  grave  one.  It  involves  the  Ufe  of  a  human 
being — a  most  degraded  man,  if  yon  will ;  a  creature  not  far  removed  from  the 
condition  of  the  beast  of  burden  on  the  sugar  plantation.  His  chains,  in  which 
he  was  bom,  have  just  been  struck  from  his  limbs,  and  his  first  hour  of 
liberty  and  manhood  are  devoted  to  the  commission  of  a  horrid  and  revolt- 
ing crime.  All  the  pr^udices  of  race  and  color  are  arrayed  against  him, 
still,  he  is  a  member  of  the  family  of  man;  and  though  we  may  neither 
excuse  nor  palliate  his  crime,  yet  we  feel  that  to  hang  him  is  rather  to  yield 
to  a  brutal  prejudice  than  to  the  dictates  of  an  enlarged  humanity. 

Mr.  George  D.  Lament,  prosecuting  attorney  of  the  court,  made  and 
argued  the  following  points: 

Firtt.  Civil  war  exists  between  the  people  of  Louisiana  and  the  govern- 
ment and  people  of  the  United  States. 

Stcond,  The  existence  of  this  war  has  been  officially  declared  by  the 
political  department  of  the  general  government. 

Third,  The  judicial,  and  all  other  departments  of  the  government,  and 
all  citizens  of  the  United  States,  as  well  as  foreign  nations,  are  bound  by 
that  declaration. 

Fourth,  The  war  having  been  thus  proclaimed,  it  is  not  to  be  considered 
at  an  end  until  the  government  itself  declares  that  result. 

jPj^A.  The  actual  occupation  of  Louisiana  by  the  military  forces  of  the 
United  States  engaged  in  suppressing  the  rebellion,  is  accompanied  with  an 
authority,  by  the  laws  of  war  and  of  nations,  to  institute  a  temporary  pro- 
visional civil  go^rnment  for  the  preservation  of  order  and  the  enforcement 
of  obligations  among  the  population  thus  put  under  the  control  of  the  mili- 
tary power. 

Sixth,  One  important  and  indispensable  branch  of  such  civil  government 
Is,  a  judicial  system  for  the  conservation  of  the  peace  of  society,  the  punish- 
ment of  crime,  and  the  execution  of  existing  laws. 

Seventh.  The  laws  of  Louisiana,  since  its  re-conquest  from  rebel  rule,  stiU 
continue  in  force,  except  such  ones  as  are  inconsistent  with  the  rights  of  the 
United  States,  or  have  been  modified  or  suspended  for  the  time  being  by  the 
occupying  power. 

Eighth.  The  military  authority  of  the  United  States,  durhig  the  existence 
of  the  insurrection  and  the  military  occupation  of  Louisiana,  vested  In  the 
president  as  commander-in-chief,  is  competent,  on  the  theatre  of  war,  to 
suspend  such  parts  of  the  local  laws  as  may  be  found  incompatible  with  the 
existing  state  of  aflfairs,  or  injarious  to  the  success  of  our  arms. 

NinJth,  The  constitution  and  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  her  local  customs, 
usages  and  institutions,  must,  in  the  principle  of  belligerent  rights,  yield  to 
the  superior  authority  of  the  law  martial^  until  the  war  shall  be  terminated 
upon  her  soil. 
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Tenth.  The  president  and  his  military  repreBentatives,  subject  to  his  ex- 
press or  implied  approval,  may  put  in  force  this  sapreme  martial  lav,  by 
military  orders  issued  for  the  purpose. 

JEleventh,  Such  orders  are  obligatory,  not  only  on  the  individuals  over 
whom  this  military  government  extends,  but  upon  all  municipal  authorities 
persons  In  office,  and  courts  of  Justice. 

Twelfth.  The  provisional  court  of  the  state  of  Louisiana,  established  by 
order  of  the  president,  of  the  20th  October,  1862,  while  this  state  was  in 
insurrection  and  its  people  belligerents,  and  after  the  federal  arms  had  re- 
covered from  the  rebel  authorities  the  city  of  New  Orleans  and  other  parts 
of  the  state,  was  Justified  by  the  laws  of  war  and  of  nations,  and  exercises 
rightful  jurisdiction  to  the  extent  of  the  terms  of  the  order  creating  it. 

Thirteenth,  The  efforts  of  the  commanding  general  and  of  the  military 
governor,  with  the  president's  sanction,  to  invite  back  the  insurgent  popula- 
tion to  loyalty,  as  evidenced  by  the  appointment  of  local  Judges,  the  election 
of  several  state  officers,  by  such  persons  as  the  commanding  general  deemed 
safe  to  intrust  with  the  privileges  of  voters,  the  summoning  of  a  convention 
of  delegates  to  consider  of  a  constitution,  afford  proof  of  the  desire  of  the 
president  to  mitigate  to  the  greatest  possible  extent  the  rigors  of  a  state  <^ 
war;  but  they  have  not  yet  ripened  into  a  state  of  peace,  nor  crushed  out 
the  existing  rebellion.  They  combine  political  statesmanship  with  military 
policy,  but  the  military  rights  continue  in  full  force. 

Fourteenth.  The  same  power  that  called  into  exercise  these  auxiliary 
agencies,  is  competent,  in  its  discretion,  to  supersede  and  disperse  them; 
and  should  they  happen  to  become  an  incumbrance  to  the  military  power, 
instead  of  an  advantage,  they  might  all  be  suspended,  including  governor, 
judges  and  convention. 

Fifteenth.  The  order  of  Major-Grcneral  Banks,  affirming  that  the  funda- 
mental law  of  the  state  is  martial  law,  is  a  constitutional  exposition  of  the 
present  state  of  things,  and  must  be  so  regarded  while  the  war  is  being 
waged  by  the  two  belligerents  within  the  limits  of  Louisiana. 
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By  the  court,  Peabodt,  J.  These  two  cases  may,  without  Inconvenience 
or  danger  of  confusion,  be  considered  together,  although  they  hare  in  fact 
no  connection  with  each  other.  The  same  objection  to  the  proceeding  of  the 
court  to  pronounce  sentence  upon  the  accused,  and  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
is  made  by  both  the  defendants,  and  although  the  objection  is  urged  on  dif- 
ferent grounds  in  the  two  cases,  still  the  objection  is  proper  to  be  considered 
oia  all  the  grounds  in  each  case.  It  is  urged  that  this  court  is  not  author- 
ized to  try  these  defendants,  and  that  its  proceedings  have  not  the  sanction 
of  law  in  the  premises.  If  for  any  reason  this  be  the  case,  no  further  steps 
should  be  taken.  If  for  any  reason  the  authority  is  wanting  in  one  case,  it 
is  equally  so  in  the  other,  and  the  court  should  refrain  from  going  Airther  in 
either  case. 
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The  accaaed  have  been  indicted  separately  and  tried  separately  on  eharges 
wholly  different  and  having  no  connection  the  one  with  the  other,  and  the 
consideration  of  their  eas^s  together,  rather  than  separately,  now,  is  a  mat- 
ter of  convenience  solely. 

One  of  the  accused,  Reiter,  has  been  indicted  for  murder,  in  causing  the 
death  of  his  wife  by  violenc^. 

The  other  has  been  indicted  for  arson,  in  burning  a  building  used  as  a 
mansion  or  dwelling-house. 

Each  has  been  tried  before  a  jury  of  this  parish,  and  been  duly  convicted 
of  the  offence  charged  in  the  indictment,  and  each  is  now  before  the  court 
on  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and  in  each  case  the  arrest  is  urged  on 
the  ground  that  the  court  is  not  authorized  In  law  and  has  not  jurisdiction 
to  try  the  case. 

The  counsel  for  Reiter  claim  that  the  court,  in  its  constitution  and  crea- 
tion, had  not  originally  the  warrant  of  law  to  try  the  accused. 

The  counsel  for  Louis  concede  that  the  court  had  authority  originally  to 
entertain  and  try  such  a  case,  but  insist  that  for  causes  occurring  «tnce,  its 
authority  has  ceased  $  that  certain  steps  taken  in  Louisiana  toward  the  re- 
establishment  of  a  civil  state  government  have  superseded  the  powers  once 
possessed  by  the  court,  and  that  it  is  now  without  jurisdiction  or  power. 
The  offences  of  which  the  defendants  stand  convicted,  by  the  laws  of  Loui- 
siana are  punishable  with  death,  and  nothing  would  be  more  agreeable  to 
the  court  than  to  proceed  with  the  utmost  caution  in  considering  these 
objections  to  its  jurisdiction. 

The  accused  have  been  indicted,  tried  and  convicted  under  and  pursuant 
to  the  law  of  the  state  of  Louisiana. 

The  first  question  to  be  considered  is  whether  the  court  has  ever  had,  from 
the  nature  of  its  origin  and  constitution /authority  to  try  cases  like  these, 
and  if  this  question  shall  be  decided  in  the  affirmative,  it  will  remain  to 
examine 

The  second  question ,  namely,  whether  the  power  to  try  or  the  jurisdiction 
over  such  a  case,,  once  possessed  by  this  court,  has  been  withdrawn  or  lost, 
— ^whether  the  court  in  fact  has  been  in  any  way  deprived  of  it  by  subse- 
quent events. 

It  must  be  conceded  that  the  court,  in  its  origin  and  structure,  is  quite 
out  of  the  usual  course  and  novel.  It  has  not  its  origin  or  foundation  in 
any  constitutional  or  legislative  enactment, — is  not  the  creature  of  any  regu- 
larly organized  constitutional  or  legislative  body.  Ordinarily  the  judicial 
tribunals  of  the  land  are  the  creations  of  the  legislative  departments  either 
of  the  state  or  federal  government,  and  for  the  regularity  of  their  creation 
and  the  character  and  extent  of  their  powers  depend  on  the  action  of  the 
legislative  branch  of  the  one  or  the  other  of  these  powers.  In  such  cases, 
the  first  thing  to  be  done  in  ascertaining  the  legality  or  powers  of  a  court, 
is  to  consult  the  constitution  and  legislation  of  the  government  from  which 
it  claims  to  hold  commission,  and  in  the  letter  of  these  is  found  the  act  of 
its  creation  and  the  extent  and  limit  of  its  powers. 

Kot  so  with  this  provisional  court,  which  depends  for  its  existence  on  the 
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law  of  nations,  and  on  that  part  of  the  law  of  nations  relating  to  wai^-the 
law  by  which  parties  and  neutrals  are  guided  in  their  treatment  of  each 
other  in  a  state  of  war;  and  that  portion  of  it  which  relates  to  and  deter- 
mines the  rights  and  duties  of  a  belligerent,  a  conqueror  in  the  territory  of 
an  enemy  and  holding  it  in  armed  occupation.  On  that  law  must  depend 
the  decision  of  the  question  presented  by  this  motion,  of  the  validity  in  law 
and  the  powers  of  this  court 

On  that  law  alone  must  this  court  rely  for  the  power  and  jurisdiction  it 
has  exercised  for  a  considerable  time,  in  a  large  number  of  cases  inrolring 
amounts  usually  very  large. 

It  was  in  that  law  that  the  president  of  the  United  States,  pressed  by  the 
urgent  wants  of  the  community  here,  found  his  warrant  for  the  establish- 
ment of  this  court  in  the  midst  of  the  country  of  an  enemy  held  by  him 
jurt  belli  in  armed  belligerent  occupation. 

The  authority  of  this  court  is  derived  from  the  president  of  the  United 
States,  the  chief  executive  of  the  nation,  and  commander-in-chief  of  its 
forces,  military  and  naral.  It  is  conferred  by  an  order,  of  which  the  fol- 
lowing is  a  copy: 

*'  ExKCUTiTK  Order, 
*'  EstablUhing  a  Provisional  Court  in  I^ouitiana. 

''EXECUTITE  MaHSIOH.  > 

Washikotok,  October  20, 1862,  J 
*'  The  insurrection  which  has  for  some  time  prevailed  in  several  of  the 
states  of  this  union,  including  Louisiana,  having  temporarfly  subrerted  and 
-i-^ept  away  the  civil  institution  of  that  state,  including  the  Judiciary  and 
'>~^t lie  judicial  authorities  of  the  union,  so  that  it  has  become  necessary  to 
^    '   hqlcNtie  state  in  military  occupation ;  and  it  being  indispensably  necessary 
^^M  tbm^  shall  be  some  judicial  tribunal  existing  there  capable  of  adminis- 
'^^sterin§<  ju^ce,  I  have,  therefore,  thought  it  proper  to  appoint,  and  I  do 
-\:*'-   herejjy*^  constitute  a  provisional  court,  which  shall  be  a  court  of  record  for 
thir^  8tat«r  of  Louisiana,  and  I  do  hereby  appoint  Charles  A.  Peabody,  of 
.'J^ew  Y^k,  to  be  provisional  judge  to  hold  said  court,  with  authority  to 
%  heac^/try  and  determine,  all  causes,  civil  and  criminal,  including  causes  In 
^    ^)P^j  equity,  revenue  and  admiralty,  and  particularly  all  such  powers  and 
^^'    jurisdiction  as  belong  to  the  district  and  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States, 
conforming  his  proceedings,  so  far  as  possible,  to  the  course  of  proceedings 
and  practice  which  has  been  customary  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
and  Louisiana,  his  judgment  to  be  final  and  conclusive.    And  I  do  hereby 
authorize  and  empower  the  said  judge  to  make  and  establish  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  exercise  of  his  jurisdiction,  and  to 
appoint  a  prosecuting  attorney,  marshal,  and  clerk  of  the  said  court,  who 
shall  perform  the  ftinctions  of  attorney,  marshal  and  clerk,  according  to 
such  proceedings  and  practice  as  befbre  mentioned,  and  such  rules  and  regu- 
lations as  may  be  made  and  established  by  said  judge. 

*^  These  appointments  are  to  continue  during  the  pleasure  of  the  president, 
not  extending  beyond  the  military  occupation  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans, 
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or  the  rettoration  of  the  cItII  authority  in  that  city  and  in  the  state  of 
Louisiana.  These  officers  shall  he  paid  ont  of  the  contingent  fund  of  the 
war  department,  compensation  as  follows:  •  •  •  <' Such  compensations 
to  be  certified  by  the  secretary  of  war.  A  copy  of  this  order,  certified  by 
the  secretary  of  war,  and  delivered  to  such  Judge,  shall  be  deemed  and  held 
to  be  a  sufficient  commission.  Let  the  seal  of  the  United  States  be  hereunto 
affixed. 

"  ABRAHAM  LINCOLN. 
"By  the  President: 

WiLLtAX  H.  Sbwasd,  Szeretary  of  Statt," 

"War  Dbpartmknt, 
Washingtoh,  2&d  October,  1862. 

"  I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  is  a  true  copy,  duly  examined  and 
compare^  with  the  original  of  the  exccutire  order  of  the  president  of  the 
United  State,  constituting  a  provisional  court  for  the  state  of  Louisiana. 

"  Witness  my  hand  and  the  seal  of  the  war  department. 

"  Edwik  M.  Stanton,  Sterttary  qf  War. 

"  Attest--JoHN  Potts,  Chitf  Clerk." 

This  order,  by  its  terms,  no  doubt  embraces  cases  like  these  under  con- 
sideration, as  indeed  it  doe^,  perhaps,  all  others  which  can  occur  in  life,  or 
become  the  subject  of  Judicial  investigation. 

The  language  of  the  order,  "  to  hear,  try,  and  determine  all  causes,  civil 
and  criminal,  including  causes  in  law,  equity,  revenue  and  admiralty,"  is 
clear  and  unquestionable,  and  embraces  this  class  of  cases,  with  all  others 
of  every  description. 

The  president  then  sought  to  give  power  to  this  court  to  try  and  deter- 
mine cases  of  this  kind,  and  having  made  an  order  to  that  effect,  has  given 
it  that  power,  if  he  himself  had  authority  to  confer  it.  The  only  question 
remaining  to  be  answered  on  this  point,  is  whether  the  president  had 
authority  to  confer  such  powers  and  Jurisdiction. 

The  authority  of  the  president  of  the  United  States  to  create  this  court, 
and  invest  it  with  powers  which  should  embrace  these  cases,  depends,  to 
some  extent  at  least,  on  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which 
creates  the  office  exercised  by  him.  and  determines  its  functions.  Thai 
eonsititutlon,  article  2,  section  1,  paragraph  1,  declares  as  follows: 

"  The  executive  power  shall  be  vested  in  a  president  of  the  United  States 
of  America." 

It  also  provides,  article  2,  section  2,  paragraph  1 : 

"  The  president  shall  be  commander-in-chief  of  the  army  and  navy  of  the 
United  States,  and  of  the  militia  of  the  several  states  when  called  into  the 
actual  service  of  the  United  States." 

As  president,  chief  executive,  and  commander-in-chief  of  the  army  and 
navy,  he  would  not  ordinarily  have  power  to  establish  tribunals  for  the 
determination  of  questions  civil  and  criminal,  arising  in  civil  lifb.  Was 
there  anything  in  the  condition  of  affairs  existing  at  the  time  the  order  wat 
made  which  could  give  him  the  power  to  establish  them,  and  If  so,  what 
was  there  in  the  condition  of  affairs  then  existing  to  give  him  power  in  thia 
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respect  not  ordinarily  possessed  by  him  as  one  of  the  attributes  of  hisofUce  1 
Between  the  government  of  the  United  States  and  a  people  inhabiting  a 
portion  of  country  lying  on  the  Atlantic  Ocean  and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and 
extending  north  beyond  the  northern  boundary  of  the  territory  Id  question, 
and  embracing  within  its  borders  that  section  of  territory  theretofore  known, 
and  still  most  conveniently  designated  as  the  state  of  Louisiana,  a  war  had 
for  some  time  been  waged.  This  fact  is  notorious,  and  moreover  it  b  con- 
clusively settled  by  the  president,  the  ultimate  arbiter  of  the  Cact,  by  his 
proclamation  to  that  effect.  As  to  its  existence,  therefore,  as  well  as  the 
existence  of  some  other  facts  to  which  I  shall  have  occasion  to  refer,  equally 
well  known,  no  time  will  be  consumed  in  attemptmg  to  prove  them,  but  they 
will  be  assumed. 

It  is  a  matter  of  public  knowledge  and  notoriety  that  this  war  had  been 
pending,  and  that  the  country  over  which  the  Jurisdiction  of  this  court  is  in 
question,  and  heretofore  known,  and  in  the  order  establishing  this  court 
described  as  the  state  of  Louisiana,  had  been  for  mauy  months  held  and 
occupied  by  those  people  and  their  forces,  military  and  naval.  That  it  had 
been  for  a  long  time  ptevious  to,  and  also  since  the  commenoement  of  this 
war,  inhabited,  cultivated  and  owned  by  the  same  people  who  had  entered 
into  and  carried  on  war  with  the  goverment  of  the  United  States,  and  that 
it  was  still  so  inhabited  by  a  people  whose  relations  with  the  government  of 
the  United  States  had  for  some  time  been  and  were  still  those  of  emnity. 
That  it  had,  m  the  course  of  the  war,  been  by  force  of  the  arms  of  the 
United  States,  wrested  froip  the  enemy,  and  was  at  the  time  the  order 
establishing  this  court  was  made,  held  by  the  forces  of  the  United  States  in 
ftrmed  belligerent  occupation.  That  the  armed  belligerent  forces  of  this 
enemy  of  the  United  States  had  been,  by  force  of  the  arms  of  the  United 
States,  expelled  from  this  country,  and  that  they  were  at  the  time  held  out 
of  it  by  the  armed  forces  of  the  United  States,  and  that  war  was  still  waged 
between  those  belligerents. 

The  civil  institutions  of  the  country  thus  held,  including  the  tribunals  for 
the  administration  of  justice,  had  been  formed  and  established  by  the  enemy 
of  the  conquering  power,  and  were  by  it  administered  at  the  timo  of  ths 
conquest. 

These  institutions  having  been  formed,  established  and  administered  by 
the  government  existing  previous  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  conquest  con- 
fessedly hostile  to  the  government  of  the  United  States,  were  the  only  insti- 
tutions found  there  at  the  time  the  military  authority  of  the  United  States 
was  by  force  of  its  arms  established  there. 

By  the  conquest  of  the  country,  in  this  case  as  in  others,  the  previously 
existing  government  and  the  power  by  which  it  was  administered,  were  sub- 
Terted  and  swept  away,  and  those  of  the  conquering  power  were  substituted 
hi  their  places.  This  is  the  necessary  consequence  of  a  conquest  of  a  conn- 
try — a  transfer  of  the  control,  government  and  sovereignty  of  it  from  one 
party  to  another.  The  old  power  is  conquered  and  extinguished,  and  tbs 
new  one  of  the  conqueror  is  instituted  in  its  place.  The  old  in8titntioDS,if 
not  abandoned  and  extinguished,  «re  at  least  suspended  m  their  action. 
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They  may  be  tranBferred  to  and  adopted  by  the  new  goyernlng  power,  and 
may  be  used  and  operated  by  it,  Just  as  an  old  machine,  detached  from  the 
power  that  has  usually  moved  it,  and  abandoned  for  use  as  a  whole,  may 
fVirnish  isolated  pieces  of  machinery  which  can  profitably  be  introduced  into 
a  new  machine  having  difi*erent  qualities,  moved  by  a  new  and  wholly 
another  power,  and  used  to  accomplish  on  the  whole,  perhaps,  purposes 
quite  different.  However  there  may  be  retained  hi  use  by  the  new  govern- 
ing power  some  of  the  features  or  institutions  of  the  government  which  has 
been  supplanted,  it  is  nevertheless  wholly  another  government,  and  derives 
its  life  and  all  its  vital  qualities  from  a  new  source— the  new  sovereignty  in- 
stalled by  the  conquest.  A  conquest  necessarily  operates  the  extinguish- 
ment of  the  power  of  the  party  conquered  in  the  country  which  is  the 
subject  of  conquest,  and  the  establishment  there  of  the  power  of  the  con- 
queror. Without  this  there  is  no  conquest  of  a  country,  and  there  can  be 
none. 

When  the  power  previously  dominant  in  a  country  has  been  extinguished 
by  that  of  another  party,  and  rendered  incapable  of  governing  it  further, 
and  a  new  one  has  been  established  in  its  stead,  it  is  both  the  right  and  the 
duty  of  the  party  thus  coming  into  power  to  see  to  it  that  a  government 
wholesome  and  salutary  shall  be  established  and  administered,  and  as  in  such 
a  case  there  is  only  one  power,  that  of  the  new  party  succeeding,  capable 
of  giving  and  administering  the  government,  it  follows  that  it  is  the  duty  as 
well  as  the  right  of  that  power  to  do  it. 

No  country  can  exist  without  a  government  of  some  kind.  The  rights  of 
the  inhabitants  must  be  protected— crime  must  be  restrained  and  punished 
— the  virtuous  must  be  protected  against  the  vicious— the  weak  against  the 
strong— order  must  be  preserved,  and  security  to  person  and  estate  assured. 
The  party  dominant  for  the  time  being  has  the  power  to  do  it,  and  no  one 
else  has  the  power,  and  it  follows  from  the  necessity  of  the  case  that  he 
must  exercise  it. 

So  the  government  of  the  United  States  having  conquered  and  expelled 
from  the  territory  of  country,  theretofore  known  as  the  state  of  Louisiana, 
the  power  by  which  the  government  of  it  had  been  theretofore  administered, 
and  having  established  there  its  own  power,  was  bound  by  the  laws  of  war, 
as  well  as  the  dsctates  of  humanity,  to  give  to  the  territory  thus  bereft,  a 
government  in  the  place  and  stead  of  the  one  deposed  or  overthrown,  such 
an  one  as  should  reasonably  secure  the  safety  and  welfare  of  the  people  thus 
reduced  to  subjection;  in  some  manner  not  inconsistent,  to  be  sure,  with  the 
proper  interests  of  the  governing  power,  and  the  maintenance  of  it  in  its 
supremacy  there. 

The  power  established  there  was  the  military  power  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  president  of  the  United  States,  as  we  have  seen,  the  commander- 
in-chief  of  the  forces,  military  and  naval,  of  the  United  States,  was  at  the 
head  of  that  power,  and  had  the  right  and  duty  to  exercise  and  dUwct  it. 
It  was  incumbent  on  him,  representing  for  this  purpose  the  sovereignty  of 
the  United  States,  to  see  that  the  duty  devolving  on  his  government  should 
be  properly  performed. 
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He  acted  in  obedience  to  this  duty,  and  in  accordance  with  thin  right, 
when  he  attempted  to  establish  there  a  judicial  tribunal  capable  of  deciding 
controTeraies  and  administering  justice. 

But  how  does  this  question  stand  on  the  authority  of  adjudged  cases. 

In  the  case  of  Cro9»  et  a/,  agt.  Harrison  t  in  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States,  in  1863^  reported  in  16  Howard,  at  page  154,  the  court  held 
that  a  civil  goyemment  formed  in  California  under  the  direction  of  the  pre- 
judent  of  the  United  States,  as  commander-in-chief  of  the  army  and  nary, 
shortly  after  the  conquest  of  the  country,  and  while  it  was  held  in  military 
occupation  by  the  forces  under  him,  was  an  act  warranted  by  the  laws  of 
nations,  and  that  the  formation  of  such  a  ciril  government  was  the  rightful 
exercise  of  a  belligerent  right  over  a  conquered  country. 

It  appeared  that  the  port  of  San  Francisco  had  been  conquered  by  tbo 
arms  of  the  United  States  in  1846,  and  that  shortly  afterwards,  the  United 
States  holding  military  possession  of  all  Upper  California,  the  president 
authorised  the  commander  of  the  forces  of  the  United  States  there,  to 
exercise  the  belligerent  rights  of  a  conqueror,  and  form  a  civil  government 
for  the  conquered  territory,  with  power  to  impose  duties  on  imports  and 
tonnage,  for  the  support  of  the  government  and  of  the  army  whidi  held  the 
country  as  a  conquest  in  possession.  This  was  done,  and  duties  were  levied 
and  collected  for  a  time.  Afterwards  a  treaty  of  peace  was  made  witii 
Mexico,  by  which  Upper  California  was  ceded  to  the  United  States. 

After  this  treaty,  and  after  the  cession  to  the  United  States  of  the  terri- 
tory, the  military  governor  continued  to  collect  import  and  tonnage  duties 
as  he  had  done  before,  but  at  the  rate  authorized  by  acts  of  congress  in 
other  parts  of  the  United  States;  and  for  that  purpose  appointed  the  defend- 
ant in  this  suit  collector  there.  He,  as  such  collector,  without  any  legisla- 
tion of  congress  on  the  subject,  collected  those  duties  to  a  large  amonni 
from  the  plaintiffs,  who  sought  in  that  suit  to  recover  them  back  again. 
The  question  presented  was,  whether  the  United  States,  after  the  cession 
of  this  territory  to  it,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  legislation  by  congress  on 
the  subject,  had  a  right  by  its  military  governor  to  collect  those  duties. 
The  governor,  it  appeared,  collected  them  of  his  own  motion,  and  witbooi 
any  instructions  on  the  subject  from  his  government  at  home.  No  question 
of  the  right  of  the  government  to  levy  duties  as  it  pleased,  while  the  country 
was  held  by  right  of  conquest  in  strictly  military  occupation,  appears  to 
have  been  made;  but  the  continuance  of  that  right  after  the  treaty  of  peace, 
and  after  the  cession  of  the  country  to  the  United  States,  seems  to  have 
|)een  chiefly  in  question.  The  court  sustained  the  right  in  the  broadest 
manner,  putting  their  decision  on  the  ground  that  the  formation  of  the  civil 
government  when  it  was  done,  was  the  lawful  exercise  of  a  belligerent  right 
over  conquered  territory.  That  that  government  being  in  existence  when 
the  territory  was  ceded  to  the  United  States,  its  powers  did  not  cease  hy 
reason  of  the  cession  of  the  country  to  the  United  States,  or  of  the  restora- 
tion of  peace,  and  that  it  was  rightfully  continued  after  peace  was  made 
with  Mexico,  until  congress  should  legislate  otherwise. 

The  decision  covered  the  whole  ground  that  the  duties  were  lawf^lj 
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collected  by  the  ciyil  military  govenior  of  California,  an  instrument  of  ihe 
provisional  government  of  the  United  States  in  that  country  whilst  the 
military  occupation  was  continued;  and  that  it  was  so  afterwards  from 
the  ratification  of  the  treaty  of  peace  until  tho  revenue  system  of  the  United 
States  was  put  in  practice ,  under  acts  of  congress  passed  for  that  purpose; 
in  effect  deciding  that  the  provisional  government  of  the  United  States  there 
was  rightful  and  legal,  and  that  it  continued  in  force  a  legal,  rightful 
government  through  the  time  the  country  was  held  in  military  occupation, 
and  after  that  occupation  ceased,  and  that  it  was,  in  fact,  in  force  until 
some  other  system  was  provided  according  to  law  to  supersede  it. 

For  the  doctrine  that  a  conqueror  in  a  conquered  country  may  establish 
a  government,  and  courts  for  the  administration  of  justice,  the  case  of 
LeiUnsdorfer  et  al.  agt.  Webbj  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States,  in  1857,  reported  in  20  Howard,  176,  is  an  authority  directly  in  point. 
In  that  case  the  conduct  of  the  government  <^  the  United  States  by  General 
Kearney,  the  officer  in  command  of  its  forces  there,  was  brought  in  ques- 
tion. It  appeared  that  after  the  conquest  of  that  country  by  tho  arms  of 
the  United  States,  General  Kearney,  in  command  of  the  forces  theroi 
established  a  government  and  provisional  courts  for  the  administration  of 
Justice 

Those  courts,  in  the  case  referred  to,  were  adjudged  to  be  legal,  and  their 
decisions  obligatory  as  warranted  by  law.  The  power  to  establish  the 
government  and  the  courts  was  directly  in  question,  and  was  directly  passed 
upon  by  the  court,  and  was  sustained  on  the  ground  of  the  right  of  conquest. 

In  that  case,  moreover,  it  appeared  that  the  country  conquered  was  sub- 
sequently, by  treaty,  ceded  to  the  United  States,  and  it  was  claimed  that 
by  the  act  of  cession  the  rights  of  the  United  States  to  govern  the  country 
and  enforce  the  laws  made  by  the  provisional  government  while  it  was  held 
in  military  occupation,  was  terminated. 

It  was  not  seriously  questioned  that  the  United  States  might,  while  it 
held  the  country  in  military  occupation,  establish  and  administer  a  system 
of  government — make  laws  by  which  to  govern  the  inhabitants  and  regulate 
their  rights  and  intercourse  among  themselves,,  and  set  up  courts  by  which 
the  laws  so  made  should  be  administered.  That  right  was  deemed  to  be  too 
evident  to  be  seriously  questioned.  It  was.  however,  in  issue,  and  was 
necessarily  parsed  upon  by  the  court.  The  doctrine  chiefly  contended  for, 
was  that  by  the  cession  of  the  country  to  the  United  States,  the  right  to 
govern  it  by  that  provisional  system  adopted  when  it  was  hold  a  conquest 
of  arms,  was  terminated,  and  that  the  United  States  had.  after  the  cession, 
only  the  right  to  govern  it  like  otlier  territory  of  the  United  States,  by  laws 
emanating  from  congress — ^the  constitutional  law-making  power  of  its  own 
government— enacted  in  reference  to  it  as  territory  of  tho  United  States. 

This  position  was  not  sustained  by  the  court,  but  was  overruled  and 
adjudged  not  warranted  in  law. 

The  court  say:  ''Of  the  validity  of  these  ordinances  of  that  provisional 
government  there  is  made  no  question  with  respect  to  the  period  durmg 
which  the  territory  was  held  by  the  United  States,  as  occupying  conquerori 
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and  it  would  seem  to  admit  of  no  doubt,  that  during  the  period  of  their 
valid  existence  and  operation,  these  ordinances  must  have  displaced  and 
superseded  every  previous  institution  of  the  vanquished  or  deposed  political 
power  which  was  incompatible  with  them.  But  it  has  been  contended,  that 
whatever  might  have  been  the  rights  of  the  occupying  conqueror,  tu  ti»c*, 
these  were  all  terminated  by  the  termination  of  the  belligerent  attitude  of 
the  parties,  and  that  with  the  close  of  the  contest,  every  institution  which 
bad  been  overthrown  or  suspended  would  be  revived  and  re-established." 

"  The  fallacy  of  this  pretension,"  the  court  proceed  to  say,  "  is  exposed 
by  the  fact,  that  the  conquered  territory  never  was  relinquished  by  the 
conqueror,  nor  restored  to  its  original  condition  or  allegiance,  but  was 
retained  by  the  occupant  until  possession  was  matured  into  absolute, 
permanent  dominion  and  sovereignty/'  The  court  then  proceed  to  dedde 
when  the  institutions  of  the  provisional  government  would  terminate. 

They  say:  ''We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  ordinances  and  institutions 
of  the  provisional  government  could  be  revoked  or  modified  by  the  United 
States  alone,  either  by  direct  legislation  on  the  part  of  oongresii,  or  that  of 
the  territorial  government,  in  the  exercise  of  powers  delegated  to  it  by 
congress."  The  question  there  presented  was  the  validity  of  an  ordinance 
of  the  territorial  government,  authorizing  attachments  of  property  of  debtors, 
enacted  by  the  provisional  government,  while  the  country  was  held  in 
military  occupation,  and  before  the  cession  of  it,  but  sought  to  be  enforced 
by  the  provisional  territorial  court  after  the  cession  of  the  country  to  the 
United  States,  and  after  the  military  occupation  had  ceased.  The  court 
upheld  the  law  in  its  origin,  and  also  in  its  continuance  in  force,  and  the 
administration  of  it  by  the  provisional  territorial  court  after  the  cession  of 
the  country,  and  after  the  military  occupation  had  ceased. 

In  the  case  of  Jtcker  agt.  Montgomery  (14  How.  498),  decided  in  1854, 
the  same  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  incidentally  recognize  the 
legality  and  powers  of  those  provisional  courts,  and  while  deciding  that,  for 
reasons  peculiar  to  cases  of  prize,  and  not  at  all  applicable  to  any  others, 
they  could  not  legally  act  in  cases  of  that  class,  the  court  admit  their  powers 
and  jurisdiction  in  other  ca^s  :  making  three  decisions  of  the  court  of  last 
resort  of  the  government  of  the  United  States  quite  iii  point.  Either  of 
these  should  be  suflScient  authority  for  such  a  principle,  if  indeed  a  principle 
80  plainly  proper  and  necessary,  can  be  thought  to  need  authority  of  prece- 
dent at  all. 

But  at  the  risk  of  being  tedious  and  doing  work  of  supererogation,  which 
charges  I  am  persuaded  might  well  be  maintained  against  me,  I  will  add  to 
these  authorities  already  commented  on,  still  another  one,  which  has  a 
bearing  quite  material  on  this  case  at  more  than  one  point.  I  mean  the 
case  of  the  United  States  agt.  Rice  (4  Wheatofif  246).  That  case,  as  weU  as 
those  already  cited,  decides  that  by  the  conquest  and  military  occupation 
by  one  nation  of  a  portion  of  the  territory  of  another,  the  portion  so  acquired 
passes  from  the  operation  of  the  laws  and  government  of  the  nation  to 
which  it  had  previously  belonged,  and  comes  under  the  laws  and  govern- 
ment of  the  nation  making  the  conquest.    It  also  decides  that  whUe  wath 
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territory  is  held  by  the  conqueror,  it  ii  the  right  of  the  party  so  holding  it 
to  govern  it,  and  for  that  purpose  to  make  laws  by  which  to  gorcm  it. 
That  while  a  portion  of  territory  is  so  held,  the  laws  of  the  conqueror  hold- 
ing are  in  force  there,  and  the  laws  of  the  party  fVom  whom  it  has  been 
taken  are  in  abeyance  not  only  it  facto  but  also  it  jure;  that  while  it  is  so 
held,  the  conqueror  has  it  jure  as  well  as  it  facto  all  the  rights  of  dominion 
and  sovereignty  over  it,  and  may  exercise  them  at  his  pleasure,  and  that 
the  former  sovereign,  overcome  or  expelled,  has  no  rights  there,  and  his 
laws  have  no  effect  there ;  that  acts  done  there,  with  the  authority  of  the 
conqueror,  are  legal  and  proper,  but  those  done  in  violation  of  his  laws, 
even  though  done  in  obedience  to  the  laws  of  the  sovereign  expelled,  are 
not  legal,  but  contrary  to  law.  In  short,  that,  by  conquest,  the  sovereignty 
and  right  to  rule  of  the  conqueror  are  introduced  and  established,  and  the 
sovereignty  and  right  of  rule  in  the  party  expelled  are  extinguished;  and 
that  the  duty  of  allegiance  in  the  people  remaining  there  is  transferred  in 
like  manner  from  the  vanquished  to  the  victorious  party;  in  fact,  that  by 
such  an  act  the  change  of  the  sovereignty  and  allegiance  is  complete,  and 
new  rights  and  duties  in  both  parties  are  created  accordingly.  I  think  that 
all  these  conclusions  certainly  follow  from  what  is  decided,  if  indeed  they 
are  not  all  actually  decided  there. 

That  cas^,  like  each  of  the  others  cited,  was  decided  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States — ^the  court  of  highest  human  authority  on  that 
subject, — and  as  the  decision  was  against  the  United  States,  and  in  favor 
of  the  authority  of  Great  Britain,  its  enemy  in  the  war,  and  was  made 
shortly  after  the  occurrence  of  the  war  out  of  which  it  grew;  and  while  no 
department  of  this  government  was  Inclined  to  magnify  the  rights  of  Great 
Britain  or  disparage  those  of  its  own  government,  there  can  be  no  suspicion 
of  bias  in  the  mind  of  the  court  in  favor  of  the  conclusion  at  which  it 
arrived,  and  no  doubt  that  the  law  seemed  to  the  court  to  warrant  and 
demand  such  a  decision. 

That  case  grew  out  of  the  war  of  1812,  between  the  United  States  and 
Great  Britain.  It  appeared  that  in  September,  1814,  the  British  forces  had 
taken  the  port  of  Gastine,  in  the  State  of  Maine,  and  held  it  in  military 
occupation;  and  that  while  it  wm  so  held,  foreign  goods,  by  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  subject  to  duty,  had  been  introduced  into  that  port  without 
paying  duties  to  the  United  States.  At  the  close  of  the  war  the  place  was 
by  treaty  restored  to  the  United  States.,  and  after  that  was  done  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  sought  to  recover  from  the  persons  so  introducing 
goods  there  white  in  possession  of  the  British,  the  duties  to  which,  by  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  they  would  have  been  liable.  The  claim  of  the 
United  States  was  that  its  laws  were  properly  in  force  there,  although  the 
place  was  at  the  time  held  by  the  British  forces  in  hostility  to  the  United 
States,  and  the  laws,  therefore,  could  not  at  the  time  be  enforced  there  { 
and  that  a  court  of  the  United  States  (the  power  of  that  government  there 
having  since  been  restored,)  was  bound  so  to  decide.  But  this  illusion  of 
the  prosecuting  officer  there  was  dispelled  by  the  court  in  the  most  sum- 
mary manner.    Mr.  Justice  Stobt,  that  great  luminary  of  the  American 
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bench,  being  tbe  organ  of  the  oonrt  in  delirering  its  opinion,  said:  '^  The 
single  question  is  whether  goods  imported  into  Castine  daring  its  oceniMitioii 
by  the  enemy  are  liable  to  the  duties  imposed  by  tho  revenue  laws  upon 
goods  imported  into  the  United  States.  *  *  •  jy^  are  aU  of  opiDioa 
that  the  claim  for  duties  cannot  be  sustained.  *  *  *  The  soTe- 
reignty  of  the  United  States  over  the  territory  was  of  course  suspended, 
and  the  laws  of  the  United  States  could  no  longer  be  rightfully  enforced 
there,  or  be  obligatory  upon  the  inhabitants  who  remained  and  submitted 
to  the  conquerors.  By  the  surrender  the  inhabitants  passed  under  a  tem- 
porary allegiance  to  the  British  government,  and  were  bound  by  such  laws, 
and  such  only  as  it  chose  to  recognize  and  impose.  From  tbe  nature  of 
the  case  no  other  laws  could  be  obligatory  upon  them.  •  •  *  Gaxtine 
was,  therefore,  during  this  period,  as  far  as  respected  our  revenue  laws,  to 
be  deemed  a  foreign  port,  and  the  goods  imported  into  it  by  the  inhabitants 
were  subject  to  such  duties  only  as  the  British  government  chose  to  require. 
Such  goods  were  in  no  correct  sense  imported  into  the  United  States."  The 
court  then  proceed  to  say,  that  the  case  is  the  same  as  if  the  port  of  Castine 
had  been  foreign  territory,  ceded  by  treaty  to  the  United  States,  and  tbe 
goods  had  been  imported  there  previous  to  its  cession.  In  this  case  they 
say  'Hhere  would  be  no  pretence  to  say  that  American  duties  could  be 
demanded;  and  upon  principles  of  public  or  municipal  law,  the  cases  are 
not  distinguishable."  They  add,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  opinion,  "  Tbe 
authorities  cited  at  the  bar  would,  if  there  were  any  doubt,  be  decisive  of 
the  question.  But  toe  think  it  too  char  to  require  any  aid  from,  authority.^ 
Does  this  case  leave  room  for  a  doubt  whether  a  country  held  as  this  was  in 
armed  belligerent  occupation,  is  to  be  governed  by  him  who  holds  it,  and  by 
him  alone?  Does  it  not  so  decide  in  terms  as  plain  as  can  be  stated?  It  is 
asserted  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  with  entire  unanimity, 
the  great  and  venerated  Marshall  presiding,  and  the  erudite  and  accom- 
plished Stobt  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  such  is  the  law.  and 
it  is  so  a4judged  in  this  case.  Nay,  more:  it  is  even  adjudged  that  no  other 
laws  could  be  obligatory;  that  such  a  country,  so  held,  is  for  the  purpose 
of  the  application  of  the  law  of  its  former  government  to  be  deemed  foreign 
territory,  and  that  goods  imported  there  (and  by  parity  of  reasoning  other 
acts  done  there)  are  in  no  correct  sense  done  within  the  territory  of  its 
former  sovereign,  the  United  States. 

No  part  of  the  remarks  of  the  court  in  this  case  is  more  i^Uy  warranted 
or  proper  than  the  last,  to  the  effect  that  the  case  is  too  clear  to  require  aid 
from  authority. 

The  right,  therefore,  of  a  conqueror  in  a  conquered  country  to  ordain  a 
system  of  government  for  it,  and  among  other  institutions,  to  erect  courts 
of  Justice,  and  maintain  them  in  the  discharge  of  their  proper  functions,  is 
as  well  established  and  free  fVom  doubt  when  considered  on  authority,  as  it 
is  in  principle;  and  about  as  well  in  each  as  any  proposition  which  could 
And  ainong  men  an  advocate  to  question  it,  could  in  the  nature  of  things  be 
expected  to  be. 

But  it  may  be  sud  that  this  reasoning,  if  correct  as  to  territory  foreign  to 
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tlie  conqueror,  and  as  to  which  his  rights  and  duties  are  simply  and  solely 
those  of  a  conqueror  hy  force  of  arms,  is  not  applicable  to  the  case  in  que8-» 
tion,  for  this  Louisiana  is  a  part  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  orer 
which  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  president  and  the  other  departments  of 
the  government  were  already  fixed,  and  are  dependent  on  the  constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  limited  to  the  powers  and  duties  con- 
ferred by  them;  and  that  those  laws  do  not  give  the  president  the  power  to 
establish  a  court  like  this,  and  therefore  that  he  has  not  that  power. 

It  is  quite  certain  that  ordinarily  he  would  have  no  such  power;  and 
hence,  instead  of  looking  for  it  to  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States  alone,  I  have  looked  elsewhere  and  to  other  facts  than  his  merely 
occupying  the  place  of  president  at  the  time.  I  have  invoked  also  the  fact 
that  he  was  by  virtue  of  that  ofiSce,  as  commander  of  the  forces  of  the 
United  States,  holding  in  armed  belligerent  occupation  the  country  in  which 
the  court  was  established,  and  in  which  its  powers  and  authority  are  now 
brought  in  question. 

Is  this  country,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  powers  and  duties  of 
the  commander-in-chief  of  the  army  and  navy  of  the  United  States,  to  be 
deemed  domestic  or  is  it  to  be  deemed  foreign  territory? 

What  are  the  relations  of  the  forces  of  the  United  States,  and  of  their 
commander,  to  these  districts  of  country  as  they  enter  them,  expelling  the 
forces  of  the  enemy? 

Is  he  the  chief  executive  of  the  country  of  which  these  districts  are  a 
part,  and  is  he  nothing  more,  and  are  his  powers  and  duties  those  of  chief 
executive  only? 

Has  he  in  this  country  subjected  to  his  arms,  and  while  in  armed  belli- 
gerent occupation  of  it  with  the  forces  under  his  command — ^bas  he  by  law 
the  same  powers  and  duties  as  he  would  have  in  Massachusetts  or  New  York 
in  time  of  profound  peace,  and  has  he  no  others? 

Has  war  given  him  no  powers  in  law  in  addition  to  those  possessed  by  him 
in  time  of  peace? 

Having  in  war  broken  down  the  hostile  power  of  it,  and  driven  its  forces 
out  of  it  by  the  military  force  under  his  command,  has  he  no  new  powers 
there  by  reason  of  that  fact? 

When  his  subordinate  officer.  Admiral  Farragut,  landed  there  from  the 
deck  of  the  Hartford,  did  he  carry  with  him  no  right  to  power  not  com* 
monly  enjoyed  by  the  president  in  other  territory  of  the  United  States? 

Did  hit  rights  as  conqueror  cease  the  moment  his  power  in  that  character 
was  established? 

Having  entered  Louisiana  as  commander-in-chief,  at  the  head  of  his 
forces  victorious,  was  he  at  once  remitted  to  the  position,  powers,  and 
limited  to  them? 

Had  he  none  of  the  powers  or  duties  of  a  conqueror  in  a  country  suIh 
Jected  to  his  arms? 

What  was  this  country  to  do  for  a  government  when  the  old  hostile  one  * 
htA  been  reduced  and  expelled? 
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Was  it  to  get  along  without  one  aa  best  it  could?  Waa  it  to  do  thia  nnlil 
some  new  one  conld  spring  up  to  supplj  the  want? 

Were  all  the  rights  of  i)ersons  and  property,  natural  and  acquired,  the 
right  to  life,  security;  liberty  and  property,  to  be  at  once  auspended,  and: 
was  the  rule  of  physical  force  to  override  them  all? 

The  right  of  a  conqueror  to  govern  a  country  held  by  him  by  right  of 
conquest,  is  well  established  on  authority.  The  cases  which  establish  this 
right,  however,  relate  to  the  conquest  of  a  country  foreign  to  the  conqueror, 
and  as  to  which  he  has  no  rights  and  is  under  no  restraints,  except  thooe 
which  come  from  the  fact  of  conquest  alone,  and  not  to  one  which  is  of  right 
a  part  of  his  own  proper  domain.  In  this  case,  the  territory  over  which  the 
government  of  the  United  States  had  acquired,  as  we  have  supposed,  some 
rights  in  the  nature  of  rights  of  conquest,  belonged  of  right  to  it  as  a  pert 
of  its  own  domain,  and  it  remains  to  be  considered  whether  that  fact  raakea 
any  difference  in  respect  to  the  right  by  the  laws  of  war  to  govern  a  conntiT- 
conquered. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  act  of  the  United  States  in  this  case,  had  not  the 
usual  effect  of  a  conquest  of  foreign  territory — that  instead  of  acquiring 
anew  the  rights  of  a  conqueror,  the  United  States,  by  this  conquest  (aa  I 
for  the  sake  of  convenience  have  called  it) ,  has  but  removed  the  obstades 
to  the  enjoyment  of  its  pre-existing  rights,  and  has  not  acquired  any  new 
ones  of  a  conqueror.  As  we  have  seen,  the  foundation  of  the  right  of  a 
conqueror  to  govern  conquered  territory,  and  for  that  purpose  to  establish 
provisionally  civil  institutions  in  it,  is  necessity,  and  that  chiefly  the  neoearity 
of  the  conquered  country  and  its  inhabitants.  A  government  of  some  kind 
they  must  have,  for  no  community  can  exist  without  it. 

The  power  of  the  conqueror  has  overridden  and  subjected  all  other  power. 
and  this  necessity  can  be  supplied  from  no  other  source  than  him,  for  he 
holds  for  the  time  being  all  power.  Whilst  this  continues  to  be  the  case, 
what  is  there  in  the  case  in  question  of  Louisiana,  which  should  make  it 
different  from  a  foreign  country? 

The  inhabitants  of  that  country  owed  allegiance  to,  and  were  entitled  to 
the  protection  of  the  government  of  the  United  States,  it  is  said  familiarly, 
and  this  is  quite  true  in  the  sense  in  which  the  remark  is  usually  made. 
But  did  the  United  Stiates  ever  at  any  time,  or  under  any  circumstances, 
owe  the  people  of  this  territory  a  protection  and  government  which  would 
supply  all,  or  any  considerable  part  of  their  wants  in  this  respect? 

If  the  government  of  the  United  States  should  afford  to  this  country  all 
the  protection  and  aid — should  perform  for  it  all  the  governmental  offices 
which  it  by  virtue  of  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  land  was  ever  bound, 
or  had  a  right  to  do,  how  far  would  this  go  towards  supplying  the  wants  of 
the  country  in  that  renpect?  Is  it  not  quite  certain,  on  looking  into  the  law 
on  the  subject  of  the  relations,  rights  and  duties  of  the  federal  government 
to  the  tract  of  country  in  question,  or  any  other  tract  embraced  within  the 
state,  that  with  the  federal  government  in  full  (hnction  and  all  its  duties 
fdlly  performed,  a  very  small  portion  of  the  governmental  neceasitiea  of  the 
country  would  be  supplied? 
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It  is  a  fact  familiar  to  ns  all,  that  under  our  syatem  of  goremment  almost 
an  the  govermnental  aid  needed  by  our  people  is  dne  to  them  from  the  local 
depositories  of  power,  the  state  governments — for  most  purposes  within 
their  own  territory,  sovereign.  These  governments,  under  our  system,  are 
the  repositories  of  nearly  all  of  the  powers  of  government  in  ordinary  times 
in  familiar  use  among  us,  and  whether  they  be  applied  by  the  state  itself, 
by  its  own  officers  directly,  or  be  allotted  out  in  parcels  to  smaller  govern* 
mental  districts,  sach  as  counties  or  parishes,  cities,  towns,  or  villages,  to 
be  applied  by  the  officers  of  those  ^localities  respectively,  still  the  state  and 
not  the  federal  government  is  the  reservoir  from  which  they  are  drawn, 
whether  it  be  for  distribution  or  exercise;  and  the  state,  and  not  the  federal 
power  and  officers,  administer  and  execute  them. 

The  man  of  commerce,  the  seaman  a  traveler  on  the  highway  of  nations, 
the  soldier,  whether  at  home  or  abroad,  the  direct  instrument  of  the  govern- 
ment, and  at  once  its  representative  and  defender,  and  the  traveler  in  a  ' 
foreign  land  experience  and  realize  the  power  and  the  protecting  hand  of 
the  federal  government,  its  value  and  beneficence ;  but  in  the  ordinary  walks 
of  life,  at  home,  among  plain  people,  very  few — probably  not  one  in  a  hun- 
dred— ^have  occasion  in  a  lifetime  to  invoke  or  experience  any  office  or  effect, 
enabling  or  restraining,  protective  or  punitory,  of  that  government,  whoso 
duty  relates  in  ordinary  times  and  circumstances  almost  exclusively  to  the' 
foreign  relations  of  the  country,  happily  almost  always  so  secure  and  tree 
from  threatening  aspect  or  cause  of  anxiety  as  to  attract  little  or  no 
consideration. 

From  which  government  comes  the  system  of  ]>olice  by  which  order  in 
society  is  maintained  from  one  end  of  the  land  to  the  other?  From  which 
the  judicial  power— the  one  in  question  here  and  noto— by  which,  in  ordinary 
cases,  crime  is  punished  and  repressed,  controversies  decided,  and  the  rights 
of  persons  and  property  established  and  maintainedl  and  what  is  certainly 
quite  in  point,  iVom  whick  eource  oomes  the  power  by  which  these  very 
unfortunate  criminals  now  before  me  would  ordinarily  on  a  basis  of  peace 
be  tried,  and  Justice  be  meted  out  to  themi  What  law  of  the  United 
States,  as  laid  down  in  the  constitutions  and  statutes  thereof,  did  Reiter 
violate,  when  (forsaken  of  his  God)  he  took  the  life  of  his  wife,  the  partner 
of  his  bosom,  on  that  hopeful  holy  morning  of  the  anniversary  of  the  birth 
of  our  Saviour,  in  the  year  of  that  event  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
sixty-two?  What  law  of  the  United  States  did  Louis — ^poor  benighted 
Louis — whose  eyes  had  scarcely  been  blessed  with  the  sight  of  himself  free 
to  seek  his  own  security  or  happiness— violate,  when  he  applied  the  fatal 
torch  to  the  fated  house,  the  residence  of  a  human  being? 

It  is  quite  certain  that  the  government  of  the  United  States,  remitted  to 
its  ordinary  constitutional  functions  within  one  of  the  states  as  in  times  of 
peace,  could  not  supply  a  government  at  all  adequate  to  the  necessities  of 
society,  and  especially  could  not  have  taken  cognizance  of,  or  punished  at 
all  either  of  the  ofi'ences  in  question  by  any  tribunal  it  ever  had  or  had  the 
right  to  establish. 

The  necessity  for  a  provisional  government  hjsre  for  nearly  all  the  purpoMi 
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for  which  a  goTernment  is  necessary,  and  especially  of  a  proTisional  tiibonsl 
fbr  dispensing  justice  generally,  and  in  cases  like  these  now  nnder  ooo- 
sideration,  was  the  same  as,  and  none  other  than  it  woold  have  been  if  this 
tract  of  country  in  question  had  been  a  part  of  the  domain  of  a  government 
wholly  foreign  to  that  of  the  United  States,  and  over  the  territoiy  of  which 
it  had  no  other  rights  than  those  growing  out  of  war  and  conqaest. 

Indeed,  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether,  in  reference  to  governmental 
rights  and  duties  in  matters  of  this  kind,  there  is  any  difference  between 
the  citizens  of  the  several  states  and  those  of  foreign  territoiy. 

Certain  it  is  from  what  has  been  said,  that  this  territory  is  not,  by  the 
nature  of  our  system  of  government,  under  the  dominion  of  the  federal 
government  as  to  most  matters  of  local  administration,  but  is  exclusively 
under  the  state  and  local  government,  and  the  federal  government  was  never 
bound  and  never  assumed  or  pretended  to  furnish  government  to  any  section 
of  the  states  as  to  their  internal  or  local  matters  generally,  and  has  not,  and 
never  had  the  duty,  right  or  power  to  do  so. 

But  this  district  of  territory  had  been  in  insurrection  against  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,  had  openly  withdrawn  from  all  connection  with 
that  government  under  the  forms  of  law  and  civil  legislation,  had  allied 
itself  with  others  hostile  and  at  war  with  it,  and  had,  by  force  of  arms,  for 
a  considerable  time  maintained  this  attitude  external  and  hostile,  resisting 
successfully  the  efforts  of  the  government  to  subject  it  to  law  and  duty. 

However  the  act  of  secession  was  ineffectual  in  law,  this  district  had  in 
fact  and  practically  withdrawn  from  all  relations  with  the  government  of 
the  United  States,  and  had  arrayed  itself  in  armed  hostility  to  it.  lis 
duties  remain  unchanged  no  doubt,  but  its  rights  to  the  filial  relation— its 
rights  to  receive  A*om  the  federal  government  the  consideration  and  care  of 
a  parent  rather  than  the  imperious  commands  of  a  military  master,  may 
have  been  much  changed  \yy  the  events  which  had  transpired,  and  I  think 
that  they  had  been.  Having  taken  for  itself  the  attitude  of  a  foreign  state, 
and  that  too  of  one  hostile  and  at  war  with  the  United  States,  and  formed 
and  adapted  all  its  civil  institutions,  and  in  every  respect  bent  itself  to  that 
condition,  and  claimed  and  asserted  it,  and  practically  maintained  it  by 
force  of  arms  for  a  time,  and  having  been  at  this  overcome  and  subjected  to 
the  arms  of  the  government  of  the  United  States,  it  may  very  wdl  be  that 
while  it  has  acquired  no  new  rights  by  virtue  of  its  pretensions,  it  has 
resigned  and  forfeited  old  ones,  and  is  no  longer  entitled  to  demand  the 
benefits  of  a  relation  it  has  renounced  and  repudiated,  however  it  may  have 
failed  in  establishing  at  that  time  its  freedom  from  the  duties  attendant 
upon  it. 

The  counsel  for  the  prisoners  Reiter  and  Louis,  however,  take  different 
grounds  on  this  notion.  The  former  insists  that  the  whole  structure  of  the 
court  in  its  origin  was  without  warrant  in  law.  That  inasmuch  as  the  oon- 
stitution  and  laws  of  the  United  Stotes  give  no  authority  to  the  president 
to  establish  such  a  court,  he  has  none,  and  that  his  act  in  attempting  to 
establish  it  is  ineffectual,  from  want  of  constitutional  and  legal  power  in 
bbtt.    Whfl^  thtt  learned  coubs^  fer  the  aocuBed  Louis  concede  thai  the 
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president,  as  oommander  of  the  foroes  of  the  United  States,  had  authority 
by  the  laws  of  war  to  establish  it,  and  that  it  had  originally  all  the  powers 
by  him  attempted  to  bo  conferred,  but  insist  that  these  powers  have  ceased, 
by  reason,  as  I  understand  the  argument,  of  the  organization  of  a  civil 
government  here  which  supersedes  the  military.  I  pass  to  consider  the 
question  presented  by  this  argument.  If  a  conqueror  in  a  conquered 
country  have  a  right  to  set  up  a  government  in  it,  when  does  that  right 
cease?  Or,  rather,  if  he  have  such  a  right,  and  exercise  it,  when  does  the 
power  of  the  government  so  set  up  cease? 

I  answer,  fir9t,  it  will  terminate  necessarily  whenever  the  power  which 
formed  it  shaU  terminate,  or  become  unable  to  support  it.  And  f«conc{/y, 
whenever  that  power  shall  for  any  cause  voluntarily  bring  it  to  an  end. 
That  the  power  of  the  federal  government  here  has  not  been  terminated,  I 
need  no  argument  to  prove.  It  certainly  has  not  been  expelled,  and  it 
quite  as  oertilhily  has  not  been  withdrawn.  It  remains,  we  all  feel  and 
realize,  the  groit,  beneficent,  paramount,  and  only  power  here;  able  ever  to 
supi>ort  and  supporting  itself,  and  furnishing  and  supporting  every  govern- 
mental ofBce  and  function  here. 

But  on  this  point,  as  well  as  the  one  to  which  I  have  cited  the  cases  above 
referred  to,  some  of  those  cases  speak  as  authorities.  In  two  of  those 
cases,  at  least,  in  which  the  power  of  the  provisional  government  and  the 
provisional  courts  was  sustained  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States, 
it  was  so  upheld  in  territory  belonging,  aside  f^om  military  occupation  and 
of  right  to  the  domain  of  the  United  States,  and  over  which  that  govern- 
ment had  powers  of  government,  Aill  and  complete,  for  all  purposes,  as  any 
sovereign  or  state  has  ordinarily  within  its  own  territory;  rights  not  limited 
to  its  external  matters  alone,  or  chiefiy,  as  are  those  of  the  United  States 
in  territory  lying  within  one  of  the  states,  but  embracing  powers  for  all  the 
details  of  local  administration,  legislative,  executive  and  judicial.  And 
even  there,  where  the  United  States  had  by  the  constitution,  powers  of 
government  ample  for  all  purposes,  the  power  to  continue  in  force  a  pro- 
visional government  long  after  military  occupation  had  ceased,  and  when 
the  rights  of  the  United  States  there  depended  not  at  all  on  military  power, 
or  belligerency,  but  wholly  on  compact  between  the  former  sovereign  and 
itself— -even  there,  in  territory  confessedly  belonging  to  the  United  States, 
and  in  time  of  peace,  and  in  the  absence  of  military  power  or  military 
necessity,  the  provisional  government  and  the  provisional  courts  were 
upheld  to  the  fullest  extent,  and  were  adjudged  to  continue  legally  and 
practically  in  force  as  instruments  of  the  federal  government  until  it  should, 
by  its  constitutional  action,  through  its  legislature,  otherwise  provide. 

In  the  earlier  of  those  cases,  Crott  agt.  Harriton  (16  How,  Rep,  164), 
the  court  say:  *'  Our  conclusion  from  what  has  been  said  is,  that  the  civil 
government  of  California,  organixed  as  it  was,  from  a  rig^t  of  conquest,  did 
not  cease  or  become  defunct  in  consequence  of  the  signature  of  the  treaty 
or  from  its  ratification.  We  think  it  was  continued  over  a  ceded  conquest, 
without  auy  violation  of  the  constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  States,  and 
that  untU  oongreis  legislated  for  it,  the  duties  upon  fofeiga  goods,  <ce., 
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were  legally  demanded  and  lawftilly  received  by  Mr.  Harrison,  the  collector 
of  the  port,  who  received  his  appointment,  Sec.,  Sec.,  from  Governor  Mason." 
These  cases,  in  deciding  that  a  provisional  government  may  be  maintained 
by  the  military  power  of  the  United  States  in  territory  belonging  to  it,  not 
held  in  military  occupation,  or  jure  bellif  go  far  to  prove  the  fact  that 
this  country  belonged,  for  some  purposes  to  the  United  States,  aside  from 
the  coming  from  conquest  and  military  occupation,  did  not  take  it  from  the 
application  of  the  general  principle  that  the  conqueror  in  conquered  terri- 
tory has  the  right  to  govern  it  and  to  establish  government  as  he  may  deem 
expedient;  but  that  such  territory,  on  the  contrary,  is  on  the  same  footing 
in  that  respect  as  territory  strictly  and  for  all  purposes  foreign.  There  is 
no  pretense  that  the  federal  government  has  in  any  manner  directly  brought, 
or  sought  to  bring,  the  labors  of  this  court  to  a  close.  Having  established 
it,  and  bade  it  proceed  in  the  performance  of  its  mission,  it  will  continue 
(the  power  which  established  it  continuing)  until  that  power  shall  revoke 
its  commission,  or  otherwise  decree  its  discontinuance.  But  it  is  said  that 
a  civil  government  has  been  established  here,  and  that  therefore  the  proper 
functions  of  the  provisional  one,  and  among  others,  the  functions  of  the 
provisional  court  have  ceased.  It  is  quite  true  that  some  measures  appa- 
rently tending  to  the  establishment  of  a  civil  government  have  been  taken. 
Members  of  congress  were  elected  in  1862,  and  were  admitted  to  seats  in 
the  national  legislature.  Several  other  officers— a  governor,  attorney- 
general,  and  others,  have  also  been  elected  more  recently  under  the  direction 
of  the  military  authorities.  A  convention  for  the  revision  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  state  has  been  elected  and  convened.  These  things  look  like 
measures  for  the  organization  of  a  state  government,  and  measures  of  this 
kind  pursued  may  in  course  of  time  lead  to  such  a  consummation,  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  federal  government.  That  all  these  things  have  been  done 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  fostering  care  of  the  federal  government,  as 
exercised  by  the  military  arm  of  it,  no  one  at  all  acquainted  with  the  facts 
will  doubt.  Waiving,  for  the  present,  however,  as  unnecessary  to  be 
considered  here,  the  question  whether  these  movements  have  their  founda- 
tion in  and  derive  their  vital  principle  from  the  state  or  from  federal 
sources — and  whether  in  use,  as  some  of  them  are,  they  are  in  fact  instru- 
ments in  the  hands  of  the  defunct  state,  or  of  the  living  federal  power,  it  is 
quite  certain  and  sufficient  for  present  purposes  that  the  federal  government 
has  not  voluntarily  abdicated  and  resigned  to  them  all,  or  generally  the 
functions  of  government,  certainly  not  those  of  the  provisional  court.  Such 
a  general  surrender  alone  could  have  divested  the  power  of  this  court,  for 
there  is  no  pretense  that  the  federal  government  has  singled  out  certam 
powers,  and  among  them  the  powers  heretofore  exercised  by  this  court,  and 
so  parted  with  them  as  to  be  unable  to  recall  or  exercise  them.  The  whole 
argument,  on  the  contrary,  proceeds  on  the  idea  that  civil  government,  as 
a  whole,  has  been  established  here,  and  all  the  power  to  exercise  it  resigned 
into  the  hands  of  state  authorities.  In  short,  that  the  state  is  again  in 
possession  of  all  the  governmental  powers  which  of  right,  undec  onr  system, 
belong  to  the  state,  in  contradistinction  to  the  federal  government,  and  thai 
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the  United  States  retain  only  what  are  designed  under  our  system  of 
government,  ordinarily  to  be  exercised  by  the  federal  government  in  all  the 
states  in  times  of  peace,  and  that  both  parties  are,  in  fact,  remitted  to  their 
own  positions  in  the  constitutional  government  formerly  occupied  by  them, 
and  the  same  as  are  now  occupied  by  the  loyal  states.  At  the  time  this 
motion  was  made  (and  everything  must  relate  to  that  time)  there  was 
not  a  court  in  the  part  of  Louisiana  within  the  federal  lines  having  any 
reasonable  pretence  of  authority  from  any  other  source  than  the  federal 
government.  The  United  States  district  and  circuit  court  then  in  operation 
here,  were  and  are  the  constitutional  courts  of  that  government.  All  else 
were  creations  of  the  military  power  of  the  federal  government. 

The  learned  argument  of  Mr.  Lamont,  the  prosecuting  attorney  of  this 
court,  on  that  point  was  entirely  correct.  All  the  governmental  functions 
in  exercise  here  at  that  time,  not  only  courts  of  justice  but  all  others,  and 
all  the  judges,  officers  and  instruments  by  which  they  were  performed  and 
operated,  were  those  of  the  federal  government,  and  were  appointed,  com- 
missioned, animated,  sustained  and  moved  by  that  power  alone.  The  pro- 
visional court  for  the  State  of  Louisiana — ^the  court  of  the  federal  govern- 
ment— retains  all  the  powers  it  ever  had,  and  will  continue  to  exercise 
rightfully  a  jurisdiction  commensurate  with  its  charter,  so  long  as  the 
president,  or  the  government  he  represents,  shall  will  it,  and  shall  uphold  it 
for  that  purpose ;  and  whatever  other  institutions  may  have  been  brought 
or  allowed  to  come  into  existence  in  the  meantime,  this  court  will  not  cease, 
or  go  out  of  existence,  or  be  shorn  of  any  of  its  powers  or  proportions  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  some  modicum  of  them,  or  of  other  powers  of  civil 
government  have  been  alloted  by  the  common  parent — the  federal  govern- 
ment— ^to  other  institutions  or  instrumentalities. 

Something  was  said  on  the  argument  about  the  laws  which  these  courts 
should  administer.  The  laws  of  the  conquered  country,  like  everything 
else  connected  with  its  government,  are  entirely  under  the  control  and 
subject  to  the  will  of  the  conqueror.  He  makes  and  adopts  them  in  use  at 
his  pleasure.  Those  found  in  use  at  the  time  of  the  conquest  may  be 
continued  in  use  by  him  or  laid  aside  at  his  pleasure.  If  continued  in  use, 
however,  they  become  his,  and  derive  their  force  and  efiScacy  Arom  him  and 
his  adoption  of  them.  In  the  cases  cited  above,  a  new  code  was  made  and 
introduced  by  General  Kearney,  representing  the  government  of  the  con- 
queror, called  the  Kearney  code.  In  the  absence  of  any  provision  on  the 
subject,  in  such  a  case  courts  of  justice  are  not  bound  to  adhere  to  any 
particular  system.  This  court  is  commissioned  to  administer  justice,  and 
no  code  of  laws  is  prescribed  for  it.  It  may  adopt  such  rules  as  may  seem 
wise  and  expedient,  whether  corresponding  to  the  system  in  use  here  at  the 
time  of  the  conquest,  or  differing  from  it  It  has  always  administered 
justice  according  to  the  code  of  Louisiana,  and  so  have  all  other  courts 
here,  not  because  it  was  bound  by  that  code,  as  the  law  of  the  state,  but 
because  it  seemed  expedient  and  wise  to  continue  along  under  the  system 
found  in  use  here,  rather  than  introduce  a  new  one.  That  system  had  had 
the  sanction  of  the  previous  state  government,  and  was  no  doubt  suited  to 
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the  occupations,  habits  and  wants  of  the  people.  The  transactions  which 
wonld  become  subjects  of  investigation  had  been  entered  into  under  and 
in  reference  to  it  as  the  system  by  which  they  would  be  construed  and 
enforced.  Moreorcr,  it  was  already  in  use,  and  had  better  be  continued  in 
use  and  a  change  avoided,  unless  for  some  decided  cause  a  change  was 
deemed  necessary.  Having  adopted  that  as  the  rule  in  the  courts  here,  it 
became  law  to  them  as  well  as  to  society  here,  and  they  were  bound  to 
adhere  to  it  and  administer  justice  according  to  it  so  long  as  it  continued  to 
be  the  rule.  The  courts  here  have  always  done  that,  and  it  is  not  probablo 
that  the  laws  of  Louisiana  have  ever  been  more  closely  adhered  to  in  the 
administration  of  justice  here  than  they  have  been  during  the  time  of  the 
government  of  the  country  by  the  federal  authorities,  since  the  occupation 
of  it  by  their  forces. 

In  the  cases  cited  above  from  California,  Cros9  agt.  Harriton  (16  Howard 
JR.  164) ;  Leitensdorfer  agt.  Webb  (20  Id,  176),  and  Jecker  agt.  Montgomery 
(14  Id.  498) ,  the  previously  existing  systems  of  law  were  ignored  and  a  new 
and  original  system  introduced,  which  course  received  the  sanction  of  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  State's  in  those  cases;  and  in  the  case  cited 
iVom  Maine,  The  United  States  agt.  Rice  (4  Wheat/m,  254),  the  Britlih 
government  made  a  new  and  different  law  and  admmistered  it  while  the 
territory  was  held  by  it,  and  that  conrse  received  the  sanction  of  the  same 

^lilpmt  of  highest  authority,  in  the  case  referred  to. 
^'  ^^  ^hi^o  not  cited  authority  for  everything  I  have  said  in  this  opinioo — 

^^  'perhapii  not  for  every  doctrine  I  have  declared;  I  have,  however,  referred 
to  jihVv^durt  of  highest  authority  in  such  cases  of  any  tribunal  known 
JiSh^c^g  men V  and  to  the  decisions  of  that  court,  quite  in  point,  for  every 

V^x'iD<^ipl^An}  doctrine  claimed  in  this  opinion,  which  is  not  so  plain  and 

evident' as  t»  make  reference  to  cases  for  authority  unnecessary  and  inexpe- 

<i)&nt,  an^for  the  omission  to  cite  them  to  such  points,  I  hove  the  very 

•(.V^igh  aj^ority  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  In  the  case  of 

n^^^^t^tfiJ^ited  Statee  agt.  Rice  (4  Wheaton,  264),  above  referred  to,  that  in 

cases  like  that  **  too  clear  to  require  aid  from  authority,''  it  is  not  well  to 

encumber  an  opinion  with  them. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  already  commented  on,  I  will  refer  to  several 
more  having  important  bearing  on  this  question,  not  as  establishiug  any 
new  principle  or  sustaining  any  old  one  not  better  sustained  by  more  niodrm 
and  unquestionable  authority  already  referred  to,  though  equally  conclusive 
of  the  principle  with  them;  but  as  fVimishing,  perchance,  to  some  mind, 
some  new  view,  reason,  or  illustration  of  a  principle  better  established  on 
authority  by  cases  already  introduced.  (Groiiue  De  /.  B.  ac,  P.  I,  2  c  ,  v. 
6  et  eeq. ;  lb.  L  3  c.  6,  «.  4;  lb.  2.  8  c.  9 1 .  9,.  14;  Pufendoff,  by  Barheyrac,  L 
7,  c.  7,  f.  6;  lb.  /.  8,  c.  11,  ».  8;  Bynkerskoek,  Q.  /.,  Pub.,  I.  1,  c.  6,  16; 
I>uponceau'9  transL,  46.  124;  Voet  ad  Pandect,  I.  89,  tit.  4,  no.  7,  De  Vecti- 
gmiiinu;  lb.  I.  19,  tit.  2,  no.  28;  lb.  L  49.  tit.  15,  no.  1;  United  States  agt. 
Haytoardf  2  Gallis.  501;  The  Fama,  Rob.  106;  The  Foltina,  Dodeon,  450;  80 
Hogsheads  of  Sugar,  Bentzen,  claimant,  9  Cranch^  191;  Reeves  Law.  of  Ship. 
9Betseq.i  United  States  agt.  Fowell,  5  Craneh,  868 ;  UnUsd  States  agt.  .Amoid, 
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1  Gallu.  848,  S,  C,  9  Cranch,  106;  Emptim  agt.  Bathurtt,  Winch,  Rep.  20, 
50,  Winch.  Entries,  834,  cited  Poph.  176,  S.  C.  Huttmif  62,  Com.  Dig. 
Officer,  H.) 

My  conclusions,  therefore,  are  :  That  at  the  time  of  the  estahlishment  of 
the  provisional  court  for  Louisiana,  a  considerable  part  of  the  territory 
of  that  state  was  held  by  the  forces  of  the  United  States,  in  armed  belli- 
gerent occupation.  That  in  a  country  so  held,  the  authority  of  the  occupy- 
ing force  is  paramount,  and  necessarily  operates  the  exclusion  of  all  other 
independent  authority  in  it.  That  government  iVom  some  source  is  a  neces- 
sity, and  while  the  power  to  give  and  administer  government  is  exclusively 
with  a  party  occupying  a  country,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  right  and 
the  duty  are  his  to  furnish  a  government  and  supply  that  want.  That  the 
actual  military  occupation  of  that  territory  by  the  United  States  has  con- 
tinued from  that  time  to  the  present,  and  still  continues,  and  the  right  and 
duty  of  government,  therefore,  continue  with  the  United  States.  That  the 
establishment  of  the  provisional  court  for  Louisiana,  by  the  president,  as 
commander-in-chief  of  the  forces  of  the  United  States,  while  they  hold  the 
territory  in  which  it  was  to  exercise  its  functions,  was  an  act  warranted  by 
the  law  of  nations.  That  so  long  as  the  authority  of  the  United  States 
shall  continue,  the  right  and  the  duty  of  it  as  the  party  dominant  there  to 
afford  to  the  country  a  government  will  continue.  That  said  court  has, 
from  the  time  of  its  foundation  to  the  present  time,  rightfully  exercised  ita 
functions  in  territory  in  which  the  government  of  the  United  States  has 
been  by  force  of  its  arms  sovereign,  and  will  continue  rightfully  to  exercise 
them  there,  so  long  as  its  mission  shall  remain  unrevoked  and  the  power  of 
the  United  States  shall  continue  to  support  it  in  the  exercise  of  them. 


t)^.^1-  o. 
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